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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to document the relationship between a fourth
grade teacher and the talented and gifted (TAG) coordinator as they provided services to
advanced learners in mathematics. The participants' conversations during consultation
sessions were transcribed and analyzed. Categories included curriculum and methods,
grouping, relationship, barriers, and mentoring. Interviews, questionnaires, and
observations of classroom instruction provided supporting data. Little mentoring
occuffed during the participants' interactions and a pull-out model of service provision
was followed. Possible reasons for the continued use of the pull-out model were baffiers
(e.g., time, space, and class assignment practices), the participants' beliefs, the absence of
clearly defined goals for the collaboration, and the nature of the existing relationship
between the participants. Potential implications for a future transition to a more indirect
model of services for a1vanced learners include the use of creative problem solving to
address baniers, development of consultation goals, maintenance of the existing positive
working relationship, and acquisition of administrative support.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
In the United States, schools are legally required to provide appropriate education
for students who bring a variety of backgrounds, experiences, interests, abilities, and rates
of learning to the classroom. Current educational practice dictates that these diverse
students are grouped according to age and assigned to classrooms to achieve a
heterogeneous mix (Tomlinson, 1995, 1999). The curricula in schools across the United
States are designed to teach a prescribed series of skills and information to the average
student; thus many learners will be well served by these programs of study. However,
some students may not be successful unless the curriculum is modified to address
individual educational needs.
Diversity in the classroom presents educators with a challenge: how to balance
the elements of the curriculum and the unique needs of each student. Curriculum
differentiation may be one way for the educational system to find the balance between
delivery of the standard curriculum and specific student needs. Although practices to
differentiate curriculum can be applied to all learners, this discussion will be limited to
differentiation for advanced learners. Numerous strategies to individualize advanced
students' educational experiences are described in the theoretical literature and are
implemented in classrooms across the country. However, teachers who do not provide a
different curriculum for advanced learners may fail to do so because of attitudinal,
practical, or philosophical reasons. An example of the first type of reason is that
teachers' attitudes about advanced learners may reflect a belief that this student
population is no different from the rest of the students, and therefore a qualitative! y
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different curriculum is not necessary for advanced learners. One example of a practical
reason why a differentiated curriculum is not provided is that it may not be the school
district's practice to allocate time to train and support teachers in their efforts to
differentiate curriculum in the classroom. An example of a philosophical reason may be
when the philosophy adopted by a school district is that one curriculum will meet the
needs of all students who are heterogeneously mixed in the classroom; thus inservice
training on how to effectively work with advanced learners in the general education
classroom is not provided.
Statement of the Problem
For reasons such as those listed above, general education teachers may not be
prepared to serve students in their classrooms who have already mastered the content of
the curriculum. In schools where a talented and gifted educator is employed, teachers
may expect this specialist to meet the needs of these advanced learners by occasionally
removing them from the classroom and directly serving them individually or in small
groups. This expectation may not be achievable or realistic, given factors such as the
potential number of students involved, the variety of students' areas of need and interest,
and scheduling conflicts. The time allocated may not be sufficient to maximize learning
opportunities for each advanced student. Redefining the primary focus of the talented
and gifted educator's role from directly serving students to serving as a resource for
teachers may be a viable solution for school districts as they work to improve outcomes
for advanced students.
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Purpose of the Study
The primary objective of this project was to document and analyze the
relationship between a fourth grade teacher and the talented and gifted (TAG) coordinator
as they provided services to advanced learners in mathematics. The following questions
were addressed:
1. How do a general education teacher's beliefs regarding advanced learners
compare with those of a TAG coordinator?
2. How do a general education teacher's instructional strategies compare with a
TAG coordinator's strategies?
3. What interactions take place between a teacher and a TAG coordinator when
planning instructional activities for advanced learners?
Definitions
1. Curriculum: the standard course of study in a school. Coleman and Cross
(200 I) defined curriculum as "the planned outcomes of a program encompassing a
coherent organization of knowledge and skills" (p. 341). These authors stated that
curriculum has three key elements: content (subject matter), process (thinking skills), and
products (student outcomes).
2. Differentiated curriculum: alteration of the standard curriculum to meet the
needs of individual students. In this study, the focus was on changes to the curriculum
for advanced learners. The curriculum can be modified in the areas of content, process,
or product This does not mean that the teacher must change all three elements at once or
must provide every student with a different program of study for each lesson covered by
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the curriculum. Rather, differences among advanced learners necessitate the availability
of flexible options in the curriculum.
3. Advanced learner: a student who performs above the level of the same-aged
peers with whom he or she is grouped in the general education classroom. Some students
may demonstrate sophisticated skill in a single subject, while others may be advanced in
more than one area. The school district in this study identified talented and gifted
students (advanced learners) based on teacher nomination and Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
(ITBS) results, in particular, a score on a specific subtest or the composite score at or
above the 95 th percentile.
4. Talented and gifted (TAG) coordinator: an educator who is employed by a
school district to implement a talented and gifted program and has completed coursework
in gifted education and possesses the TAG endorsement on the teaching license.
5. Cluster or flexible grouping: a practice of grouping students who have similar
interests or abilities in a particular subject area for a limited period of time.
6. Curriculum compacting: After the goals of the curriculum are determined, a
teacher assesses a student's rate of learning and mastery of material prior to study. The
teacher uses this information to identify a plan for the student to acquire the knowledge
not yet known about the topic at his or her own pace. The purpose of compacting is "to
streamline the standard cuniculum for students who are capable of mastering it at a faster
pace" (Reis, Bums, & Renzulli, 1992, p. 5).
7. Acceleration: the placement of a student in a higher level of the curriculum,
either within the student's same-grade peer group or above that grade, that more closely
matches the student's current level of performance in that subject area.
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8. Enrichment: diverse learning experiences, such as mini-courses and
independent study, that are not usually found in standard curriculum to address an
individual student's interests, abilities, and needs (Beecher, 1995; Porter, 1999).
9. Independent study: a plan for an individual student or a small group of students
to conduct an extensive investigation of an interest area and demonstrate the learning that
has occurred.
I 0. Tiered activities: learning opportunities that cover the same essential ideas
that are provided at differing levels of complexity for learners (Tomlinson, 1999).
11. Leaming and interest centers: activities and materials that vary in complexity

related to a specific area of study and are available to students on an ongoing basis
throughout the unit. Centers allow learners to gain or expand knowledge of a topic or
explore an interest area.
12. Resource consultation: a process used by two or more educators who share
expertise with the mutual goal of improving services provided to the gifted learners for
whom they have responsibility (Kirschenbaum, Armstrong, & Landrum, 1999; Landrum,
2001a).
Significance of the Study
This case study described the relationship and interactions between a fourth-grade
mathematics teacher and a TAG coordinator. The project illustrated one way for teachers
to utilize the coordinator's knowledge and experience as they plan instructional activities
for advanced learners. The data revealed the strengths and weaknesses of the service
delivery model used by the participants. A description of the cyclical process in which
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the participants engaged and barriers they encountered may allow them to identify
opportunities for improvement in the services they provide to advanced learners.
This research project was beneficial to the school district because it demonstrated
the role of the TAG coordinator in the attainment of the district's goal to increase student
achievement in an environment where students can reach their full academic potential.
The documentation of the current relationship between the mathematics teacher and the
TAG coordinator and utilization of available resources to provide services for advanced
learners in mathematics may have merit as the district seeks to improve the TAG
program. Discussion of a different role for the TAG coordinator may prove to be
valuable information for teachers, TAG coordinators, and administrators as the school
district evaluates the services provided for advanced learners. In addition, a concrete
model of a successful experience can prove to be important when demonstrating to
administrators and teachers that available resources can be used to implement changes in
practices at the school in which they work.
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CHAPTER2
LITERATURE REVIEW
For this project, the gifted education literature was reviewed to gain an
understanding of the educational needs of advanced learners and how teachers can assist
these students within the general education classroom. The literature was examined to
explore educational experiences provided in the classroom that may allow advanced
learners to achieve their full potential and models and strategies that teachers may use
when instructing advanced students. In addition, the literature was reviewed to identify
the necessary steps involved and issues to consider as teachers begin to provide a
differentiated curriculum for advanced learners in the classroom.
Differentiated Curriculum and Advanced Learners Defined
Prior to a discussion of differentiated curriculum, an attempt must be made to
define curriculum. A curriculum can be viewed as being made up of three key elements:
content or subject matter, process or thinking skills, and products or student outcomes.
Content can be defined as what students actually learn in the classroom. Process is how
the students learn the material, and a product is the way the student demonstrates the
knowledge and skiJls that have been learned (Tomlinson, 1995, 1999).
Based on a premise that curriculum is the standard content, process, and products
commonly used for all students in schools, a framework for instruction that is studentcentered, flexible, and challenging can be described as a differentiated curriculum. A
teacher who differentiates curriculum in the classroom modifies content, process,
products, and learning environment to assist individual learners in developing their skills
and abilities and reaching their full capacity (Tomlinson, 1995). According to the
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National Association for Gifted Children (1994), "curriculum differentiation may include
acceleration of instruction, in-depth study, a high degree of complexity, advanced
content, and/or variety in content and form" (p. 1). The various definitions that can be
found for differentiated curriculum can be confusing; however, one point they have in
common is that the standard curriculum should be altered in some manner for advanced
learners.
An advanced learner is a student who performs at a level in the classroom above
the norm for his or her age. The learner may be advanced in one or more academic (e.g.,
linguistic, etc.) or other (e.g., interpersonal, etc.) areas (Tomlinson, 1995). In addition, an
advanced learner exhibits what may be identified as gifted behavior. According to
Renzulli and Reis (1985):
Gifted behavior consists of behaviors that reflect an interaction among three basic
clusters of human traits - these clusters being above average general and/or
specific abilities, high levels of task commitment, and high levels of creativity.
Individuals capable of developing gifted behavior are those possessing or capable
of developing this composite set of traits and applying them to any potentially
valuable area of human performance. Persons who manifest or are capable of
developing an interaction among the three clusters require a wide variety of
educational opportunities and services that are not ordinarily provided through
regular instructional programs. (p. 28)
Rationale for Differentiated Curriculum for Advanced Learners
A study by Gallagher, Harradine, and Coleman (1997) provided evidence of the
need for a differentiated curriculum. As part of their study, the authors surveyed 871
advanced learners in elementary, middle, and high school to determine whether course
content was challenging and appropriate and whether the school and its programs
satisfied the needs of these academically gifted students. Percentages of participants
reporting satisfaction with the level of challenge in academic subjects ranged from a low
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of I 0% to a high of approximately 98%; highest percentages were found for mathematics
and academically gifted courses. Common themes reported by the participants of this
study were perceptions that the course offerings were slow paced, boring, and did not
incorporate student interest areas. Gallagher et al. attribute the failure to present
advanced students with a challenging curriculum to the teachers' "attempts to meet the
needs of a diverse student population" (p. 132) in heterogeneous classrooms. The authors
discussed the need for the availability of a variety of differentiation options for advanced
learners and stressed the importance of the role of teachers, who must be "prepared to
teach gifted students" (p. 136). Teachers who have been trained in a variety of strategies
to provide differentiated curriculum to advanced students are in a potential position to
increase the satisfaction of advanced learners by enabling them to reach their full
potential.
In addition to increasing student satisfaction, other authors have suggested further
reasons to differentiate curriculum for advanced learners. For example, Renzulli (1994)
stated that modification of the curriculum is needed for advanced learners in the
classroom due to the decreasing difficulty and low quality of textbooks currently
available and student knowledge of text content prior to use of the text in the classroom.
Gallagher and Gallagher ( 1994) described education for advanced learners as including
content that has increased "depth and sophistication" and emphasis on "stimulation of the
thinking processes of creativity, originality, problem solving, and problem finding" (p .
84). They suggest that while these processes may be emphasized for all learners,
advanced learners require a greater percentage of instruction focused on these areas.
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Without differentiation, some advanced students may become perfectionists,
always expecting to get correct answers to all questions on a test . Some may place more
importance on grades than learning (Tomlinson, 1995). These students may learn to take
a passive role in their education and "get by" with earning grades that are acceptable to
them and their families while putting forth minimal effort, thereby failing to develop
learning skills that will benefit them in future education and employment experiences. In
the classroom, if "work is too easy, they march in place" (Tomlinson, 2001, p. 12). Some
advanced learners may choose to display only a portion of their skills in the classroom in
order to fit in with peers (Mayer, 1998). When advanced learners perceive their
education is lacking challenge appropriate for their abilities or that their skills are not
valued in the classroom, one possible hypothesis is that they may seek other activities to
supply the challenge or another environment where their skills are respected. Some of
these students may choose activities that are a positive outlet for their skills and abilities,
that is, extra-curricular activities, volunteer work, etc. Possible negative choices include
underachievement, behavior problems, gang membership, drug involvement, violence, or
dropping out of school. For all the reasons stated above, educators should give
thoughtful consideration to providing differentiated curriculum to meet the needs of
advanced learners.
Barriers to Differentiation of Curriculum
Despite various authors' claims regarding the need for differentiation of
curriculum for advanced learners, Gehrke, Knapp, and Sirotnik (1992) report that
curricula that differ greatly from the norm are used in only a minority of classrooms. The
findings of recent research conducted by Westberg and Archambault (1997) indicate that
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very little curriculum modification is occurring in classrooms for advanced students. The
slow pace of change in educational practice in general, and specifically, the adoption of
practices to differentiate curriculum for advanced learners in the classroom, can be due at
least in part to attitudinal, practical, or philosophical barriers. Attitudes, beliefs, or ideas
that teachers possess can be barriers to changing teaching practice. Goodlad (1983)
observed, 'Teachers teach very much as they were taught" (p. 306) and noted that the
education that teachers receive and the experience that they gain by teaching in
classrooms do not deter them from the attitude that how they teach is how teaching
should be practiced. An example of a belief that can be present is that advanced learners
already receive appropriate instruction in the classroom and, therefore, teachers do not
see any need to change their practice. Another barrier occurs if a teacher believes that the
curriculum is currently being differentiated in his or her practice (e.g., the teacher gives
advanced learners "more of the same" assignments and incorrectly defines that practice
as differentiation, etc.; Tomlinson, 1995).
Practical barriers can include funding constraints, lack of teacher preparation,
limited time devoted to staff development and planning, large class sizes, and lack of
human and material resources, among others (Page, 2000; Piirto, 1998; Tomlinson, I 999;
VanTassel-Baska, 1998; Winebrenner, 2000). For example, general education teachers
who are not trained in gifted education and have advanced learners in their classrooms
may not have been taught the skills to serve those students successfully. In addition,
when time for planning and staff development is limited, the teacher may not have the
opportunity to gain skills to improve services for advanced learners.
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An example of a philosophical barrier is the educational practice that emphasizes
the heterogeneous grouping of students in the classroom. This mix in the classroom is
advocated in an effort to make all learners feel included, valued, and competent in the
classroom. The inclusion of diverse learners in the classroom is partially a result of the
desire to escape the perceived elitism and other connotations associated with ability
grouping, or tracking, and to decrease the stigma of being above or below the norm
(Mayer, 1998). According to Lang and Berberich (1995), teachers may find it difficult to
address the needs of individual learners while maintaining the academic and social
benefits of an integrated classroom. Williamson and Johnston (1998) stated,
"Heterogeneous grouping results in teaching to the middle, and high achievers are left to
fend for themselves" (p. 2). In addition, advanced learners in a heterogeneous classroom
are often asked to do more of the work that they have already mastered and are asked to
assist teachers by assuming the role of tutor to peers as they wait patiently for classmates
to reach the mastery stage (Tomlinson, 1999).
When planning to implement differentiated curriculum in the classroom,
educators must be prepared with a well thought out plan to address potential attitudinal,
practical, and philosophical barriers that may be encountered within a particular school
setting. Educators may not perceive that these barriers are present in a specific school.
However, preparation in this area prior to implementation should result in fewer delays
and assist in achieving a smooth transition to provision of differentiated curriculum for
advanced learners.
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Curriculum Models
When considering implementation of strategies to differentiate curriculum,
teachers may benefit from knowledge of the many different models that have been
designed to provide services for advanced learners in the classroom from kindergarten
through lih grade. Coleman and Cross (2001) stated that descriptive models for
developing curricula for advanced learners are drawn from the fields of psychology,
education, and sociology. Some models provide great detail about implementation;
others only present suggestions and leave the details for the curriculum planner to
discover. Consistencies in most models, according to Davis and Rimm (1994 ), allow
teachers of advanced learners to utilize concepts from more than one model when
differentiating curriculum.
Smutny and Blocksom (1990) discussed models they identified as most common
in elementary schools: pull-out, clustering, and combination cluster/pull-out programs.
Pull-out programs were described as students being removed from the heterogeneous
classroom during a specific period of time on a weekly basis to work with other advanced
learners. Smutny and Blocksom attributed the popularity of pull-out programs to the ease
in implementation of the model. They presented three advantages of the model:
advanced learners have the opportunity to work with their advanced peers in addition to
their classmates, the teacher can focus on the individual needs of the students remaining
in the classroom, and the teacher conducting the pull-out instruction can concentrate on
improving critical and creative thinking skills. The authors reported that the primary
disadvantage of pull-out is the part-time nature of the program. Advanced learners need
a challenging learning environment during the entire time they are in schooL Additional
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disadvantages are inherent scheduling problems and disruptions to the classroom during
transition times.
Another model that Smutny and Blocksom (1990) indicated was easy to employ
was clustering, where a small group of advanced learners work together within a
heterogeneous classroom. The primary advantage of clustering is that advanced learners
benefit from more frequent contact with other advanced students than what they would
experience in a pull-out program. In addition, the stigma that may be associated with
being pulled out of the classroom is not present when clustering is implemented. The
authors presented one disadvantage: because of other demands in the classroom, the
teacher may not be able to offer the advanced learners the opportunity for clustering
throughout the school day.
Smutny and Blocksom ( 1990) discussed a third model, a combination of the
cluster and pull-out programs. This arrangement may address the disadvantages of pullout and clustering. Advantages of the blended model were listed as increased time for
advanced learners to work together, minimized classroom disruptions, and an increased
opportunity for the TAG teacher to build relationships with general education teachers.
Examination of these models revealed that not only is the concept of curriculum
complicated, but the choice of a model upon which to base the curriculum also is
convoluted. Feldhusen (1995) states, "No single program model, as touted in the field of
gifted education, will serve the diverse needs of youth and their special talents" (p. 11 );
while Coleman and Cross (2001) suggest that when designing curriculum, the choice of
which model to use is based on how giftedness, differentiated curriculum, and education
goals are defined. Maker and Neilsen (1995) point out that curricula designed in two
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districts based on the same model will not be exactly alike due to differences in each
district. In the event a district does not adopt a single curricular model, one alternative
may be to focus primarily on one model and incorporate ideas and strategies from other
models as needed, based on the district's definitions of the terms listed above. Training
in a specific model may provide a base from which teachers can begin to differentiate
curriculum. However, familiarity with the different models of service delivery or access
to a consultant with greater knowledge of various models and their associated strategies
should allow educators to practice eclectically, making informed choices to meet the
educational needs of the advanced students in their classrooms.
Research Comparing Models of Curriculum Differentiation
Several studies have compared the efficacy of models of curriculum
differentiation, two of which are reported here. Friedman and Lee (1996) investigated
how the elements of each of three gifted education models, the Enrichment Triad Model,
Taylor's Multiple Talent Model, and Williams' Cognitive-Affective Interaction Model
affected academic engagement and assessed the impact each model had on teacher
queries and student responses to those queries. Although the purpose of each of the three
models differs from the others (i.e., to address the cognitive needs or affective needs of
advanced learners or both areas), Friedman and Lee's analysis did not appear to
demonstrate that one model was clearly more effective than the other two. The
researchers suggested that additional intensive training was needed, and recommended
scheduled training to improve the learning environment in the classroom for advanced
learners and all students.
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Gentry (1999) studied the implementation of differentiation strategies based on
the Enrichment Triad Model. Qualitative findings from the study included identification
of three categories that may influence student achievement: grouping, teacher impact, and
school environment. Results indicate that advanced learners and teachers at the treatment
school benefited from the flexible grouping arrangements. Cluster grouping provided the
advanced students with challenge, allowed students other than advanced learners to
assume classroom leadership roles, and teachers were reportedly better able to meet these
students' needs. Teachers created positive classroom environments; offered students
choices; and used a variety of strategies, including curriculum compacting, enrichment,
acceleration, and independent study. The environment's impact was indicated in
Gentry's statement, "The program was supported by strong administrative leadership, and
teachers had continuing professional development and growth opportunities in which
most teachers chose to become involved" (p. 53). In addition, colleagues in the treatment
school collaborated on strategies that were effective for their students. The qualitative
results suggested that teachers perceived an improvement in student achievement that
may be due to grouping, teacher impact (including use of differentiation strategies), or
school environment. It is notable that the results were not discussed in relation to the
model, but rather in terms of the associated strategies implemented in the classroom.
Practices Used in Differentiation of Curriculum
Gentry may have chosen to relate the findings of this study to specific strategies
rather than the model because the strategies are easier to implement. Teachers may be
reluctant to adopt all the elements of a curricular model. A focus on learning how to
implement specific strategies may be more acceptable to a teacher than learning about an
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entire model and how to incorporate its elements into the daily classroom routine.
Teachers may also find that individual strategies fit more easily into their beliefs and
teaching style than an entire model. Several authors (Gallagher & Gallagher, 1994;
Kaplan, 1977; Renzulli, 1994; Renzulli & Reis, 1985; Tomlinson, 1995, 1999;
VanTassel-Baska, 1998) described practices that teachers can implement in the classroom
to differentiate curriculum for advanced learners. Strategies included utilization of a
resource room, cluster grouping, curriculum compacting, and enrichment. Other
practices from which teachers of advanced learners can choose included tiered activities,
learning centers, and independent study.
The resource room is also known as a pull-out program where advanced learners
can be served outside of the classroom. In this method of service, learners receive more
appropriate curricular content or enrichment activities during a limited period one or
more times each week (Renzulli & Reis, 1985); in addition, they may be required to
complete the work missed in the classroom while at the resource room. Piirto ( 1998)
stated that in some schools, one reason that advanced learners receive instruction in the
resource room is that class sizes are too large for the teacher to meet special curricular
needs in the classroom. The author points out that requiring advanced learners to
complete both regular classroom and resource room work can be viewed as punishment
for the students.
Cluster grouping is flexible and occurs either within or external to the classroom.
Renzulli ( 1994) stated that grouping can be arranged in various ways, such as according
to student interest or skill level, and can include students from one classroom, one grade,
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or across grades. Caution is indicated when grouping students to assure that rigid "ability
grouping" or "tracking" does not occur.
Curriculum compacting occurs when, prior to exploration of a topic or beginning
skill development, a teacher conducts an assessment of each student's current knowledge
or skills. From this information, a teacher can determine what is not known about the
skill or topic to be studied and develop a plan for the student to acquire this (Tomlinson,
1999). When the curriculum is compacted for advanced learners, they do not study
concepts and skills for which mastery can already be demonstrated; rather, students
progress through the curriculum at their own pace. Thus, some unnecessary repetition of
material is eliminated, and learners experience increased challenge levels and less
boredom in their strength areas (Renzulli & Reis, 1985). Students then spend time
engaged in enrichment opportunities.
Enrichment can be defined as broad, diverse learning experiences that are not
normally included in the regular curriculum that are used to meet the individual abilities,
interests, and needs of the student (Beecher, 1995; Porter, 1999). Reis, Bums, and
Renzulli ( 1992) maintain that enrichment can be in the form of "independent study,
small-group investigations, accelerated coverage of the regular curriculum, mini-courses,
special interest groups, learning centers, clubs," (p. 91) among others.
Tiered activities allow advanced learners "to work with the same essential ideas
and use the same key skills" (Tomlinson, 1999, p. 83) as other students in the regular
classroom. Teachers offer a number of activities that differ in "levels of complexity,
abstractness, and open-endedness" (p. 83) to provide appropriate challenge for all
learners. Tiered activities in a unit on multiplication could include a variety of authentic
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investigations ranging from relatively simple, such as calculating the number of shoes
being worn by members of the classroom, to more complex, such as conversion of
students' age from years, to months, to days, etc.
Leaming centers can be set up around the classroom for students to begin to learn
about a topic or expand their knowledge or skills. Interest centers in the classroom can
be an opportunity for students to explore areas of interest. The activities and materials at
both types of centers are provided at various points on scales of complexity, structure,
and abstractness. In this way, centers can provide excellent enrichment opportunities for
advanced learners to examine concepts in more depth and complexity than is needed by
other students (Tomlinson, 1999). Centers can be changed as needed to coincide with
units of study. For example, during a unit on estimation a teacher could provide
opportunities for students to make estimates and then test their accuracy. Possible
activities include estimating the number of blocks that would fit into a box or the number
of seconds it takes to complete a mathematics problem.
Kaplan, Kaplan, Madsen, and Taylor (1973) defined independent study as "an
individualized learning plan which allows the student to process information and create
an end product to show what has been learned" (p. 111). Independent study is one way
for a teacher to guide a learner in extensive study of a topic of high interest chosen by the
student (Bums, 1993). An example of a project for independent study is a student who
has a strong interest in the various devices utilized throughout history to assist
mathematicians in completing complex calculations. The student may choose to research
these devices, attempt to gather examples from community resources, and demonstrate
their use during a presentation to the class or to members of the mathematics faculty.
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VanTassel-Baska (1998) indicated that all educators should be provided with
training to increase understanding of advanced learners and their needs and that a staff
development plan should be in place to increase knowledge regarding these students and
"the interventions to be implemented with them" (p. 316). Once teachers are educated
about the assortment of potential practices for differentiation of curriculum including
those described, the resource room may be unnecessary for many advanced learners.
Teachers may choose any combination of strategies to utilize within their classrooms in
an effort to provide advanced learners with educational experiences that match their
knowledge and skill levels.
Examining Implementation of Effective Strategies for Curriculum Differentiation
Regarding earlier research in the field of gifted education, Buchanan and
Feldhusen (1991) reported, "Researchers and practitioners have focused on issues related
to identification and neglected equally important areas such as program evaluation,
teaching strategies, and counseling" (p. 2). The implementation of strategies to
differentiate curriculum for advanced learners in the general education classroom is not a
topic that had been heavily researched. This may be due in part to the prior focus on
identification, in addition to the challenge of conducting reliable and valid research on a
relatively small population.
A shift has occurred from the past research focus on identification issues that
were described by Buchanan and Feldhusen (1991). Johnsen and Ryser (1996)
conducted a review of gifted education journal articles and abstracts published between
1989 and 1996. The authors found that the majority of this limited body of research
examined effective instructional strategies and program models. The literature search
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conducted for this paper identified a small number of studies that examined effective
implementation of strategies to differentiate curriculum for advanced learners in the
general education classroom that have been published since that time period as we!L One
investigation, the Successful Practices Study, described the use of practices in classrooms
at schools implementing differentiated curriculum effectively for advanced learners
(Westberg & Archambault, 1997). The authors stated, "This study is based on the
premise that immersion in classrooms using curricular differentiation practices would
provide the best means for acquiring data about the complexities and processes that have
an impact on successful school practices for high ability students" (p. 44).
Westberg and Archambault's (1997) findings included the following common themes:
Teachers' advanced training and knowledge; teachers' willingness and readiness
to embrace change; teachers' beliefs and strategies for instructing individual
students; collaboration (within grade levels, between gifted education specialists
and classroom teachers, between curriculum specialists and classroom teachers);
teachers' beliefs and strategies for differentiating curriculum; administrative
leadership; and al)tonomy and support. (p. 47)
In discussing these themes, Westberg and Archambault observed that many of the teacher
participants had prior training in various aspects of special education and/or held graduate
degrees. They noted that these specialty areas also required teachers to accommodate
individual student's needs. The authors stated that all of the teachers had participated in
both formal and informal professional development opportunities during their teaching
careers (e.g., inservices, co-workers acting as mentors, etc.). The teachers seemed to be
life-long learners committed to continual improvement of their teaching skills and were
willing and ready to take risks by implementing new strategies. The authors noted strong
community support of education and schools, especially in the three rural midwestem
communities in the study. The authors stated that this support encouraged
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experimentation with new practices and growth and development of both students and
teachers.
In another study, Davalos and Griffin (1999) examined intellectual barriers
students were experiencing in the classroom. The teachers in the study were trained
through the Mustard Seed Project, which included instruction regarding individualization
of "students' content, pace, environment, and preference" (p. 308). These teachers
utilized various strategies (e.g., learning centers, individualized projects, etc.) in the
classroom when individualizing instruction. The researchers stated that advanced
learners can be appropriately served in the classroom but only when the teacher has been
trained to individualize students' education and to understand and support the diverse
needs of advanced learners. In addition, the teacher must realize the benefits of
individualized education and be motivated to incorporate it into practice.
Themes common to both studies included teacher beliefs about advanced learners,
willingness to meet individual students' educational needs, and knowledge of strategies
to differentiate curriculum. Davalos and Griffin (1999) and Westberg and Archambault
(1997) reported that specialized training in strategies to differentiate curriculum was
necessary for teachers to provide services for advanced learners in the classroom. The
authors stated that supportive classrooms and utilization of available resources, such as
collaboration with talented and gifted coordinators, were also important to successful
differentiation of the curriculum.
Resource Consultation
As Westburg and Archambault (1997) and Davalos and Griffin (1999) suggested,
one way that districts may assist teachers in modification of available curriculum for
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advanced learners is to use a gifted and talented coordinator as a resource. One method
reported in the literature is a three-level consultation model for use in school problem
solving that was developed in 1988 by Curtis, Curtis, and Graden (Kirschenbaum,
Armstrong, & Landrum, 1999; Ward & Landrum, 1994). This method may be effective
when educators specializing in gifted education work collaboratively with teachers and
other school staff to increase skills used in instructing advanced learners (Ward &
Landrum, 1994). At the first level of this model, classroom teachers collaborate in the
planning and implementation of curricular modifications for the advanced learners they
serve. The second level occurs when an additional professional (i.e., the coordinator of
gifted education) collaborates with the classroom teacher(s). The third level consists of
problem-solving activities by a combined team of educators that includes teaching staff,
administrators, counselors, and school psychologists.
It is at the second level where the teacher of advanced learners in the general
education classroom voluntarily enters a consultation relationship with the resource
consultant. Kirschenbaum, Armstrong, and Landrum (1999) defined collaborative
problem solving in schools, or resource consultation, as the process "utilized among two
or more individuals through a sharing of expertise with the ultimate goals of better
serving gifted learners for whom they bear some level of responsibility" (p. 40).
Landrum (2001a, 2001b) stated that three components are essential in effective
resource consultation: co-planning, collaborative teaching, and follow-up. Planning
includes discussion of strategies the teacher can use with advanced learners in the
classroom and additional information about the characteristics and needs of these
students. Staff development is seen as a long-term process where the consultant is
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available to provide ongoing education and support for the teacher (Dettmer & Landrum,
1998). In this capacity, the consultant can help the teacher expand the knowledge base
and repertoire of skills required to provide a different curriculum for advanced learners in
the general education classroom.
The second component of the model, collaborative teaching, can take different
forms. The consultant may design a differentiated lesson and present it to the entire
class, with the teacher observing student responses or involved in a portion of the
activity. Another possible form of collaborative teaching is when the consultant
identifies and provides instruction in techniques commonly used by gifted educators after
which the teacher implements the activity. Other options are to team teach a lesson or
plan with the teacher to present separate, complementary lessons. The third component,
follow-up, occurs after collaborative teaching and includes modification of lessons for
presentation in future years and development of rubrics for students' products.
Results from a study conducted by Landrum (2001a) found that the initial and
ongoing training in resource consultation provided to participants improved teacher
competencies. A ratio of one gifted education specialist to 9-12 teachers was reported in
the study. After consulting with the specialist, teachers were observed implementing
more frequent and varied strategies to differentiate curriculum and teaching fewer lessons
that did not include strategies to differentiate the curriculum. In addition, the findings
indicated that the model was an efficient use of the consultant's time when implemented
for the education of gifted students. For each of the two years of the study,
approximately two-thirds of the consultant's time was spent providing indirect services.
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Landrum (2001b) recommended that two-thirds of the gifted education
specialist's time is the amount that should be spent in providing indirect services to
students, and a minimum of 30 minutes each week should be set aside for planning with
colleagues. The author stated that it is challenging for gifted education specialists to
serve effectively as resource consultants when they are assigned to more than two school
buildings or are expected to collaborate with more than fifteen teachers. The author also
recommended adopting guiding principles for successful consultation (e.g., flexible
grouping, regular planning time, staff development, administrative support, etc.).
Kirschenhbaum, Armstrong, and Landrum (1999) stated that the consultant
should be accessible and develop a mutually beneficial relationship and close rapport
with the teacher. They reported that the gifted education specialist must work with
teachers to develop goals for their consultation sessions that are acceptable to both
professionals. The authors indicated that barriers to consultation may include
philosophical differences, teacher reluctance to change, and procedural variables that are
controlled by administrators who may not support consultation.
Rationale for Conducting the Current Study
Throughout the review of the gifted education literature conducted for this paper,
common themes were evident: (a) differentiated curriculum may not be available to
advanced learners in the general education classroom due to barriers that schools and
teachers face in accommodating the needs of these students, (b) all teachers need to be
capable of utilizing a variety of appropriate practices in differentiation of curriculum, and
(c) training and support of general education teachers in curriculum differentiation is
needed. The findings demonstrate support for the utilization of assorted strategies and
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programs in the settings where the studies took place. In aggregate, the results may
reflect the complexity of the issues surrounding the education of advanced learners, the
need for individualization of service provision for these students, and the importance of
education and support of teachers in the implementation of an array of strategies to
differentiate curriculum and provide effective instruction to advanced learners. However,
little research was found in this review regarding specific procedures that may help
educators as they transition from current practice to implementation of differentiated
curriculum in the classroom.
Resource consultation is one such method for providing training and support to
teachers. The consultant can help the teacher to recognize the characteristics of advanced
learners and understand the need for providing these students with a qualitatively
differentiated curriculum. As a resource, the consultant can instruct the teacher and
model strategies that may be effective with advanced learners and provide additional
information and ongoing support for the teacher as needed (Page, 2000). If the resource
consultation model is followed by a school district, teachers may be able to modify the
curriculum and assist advanced learners in their classrooms to reach their full potential.
The literature on service delivery models may provide a general overview that
occurs under ideal circumstances but may not include information that answers questions
about an existing situation at the reader's school. Since circumstances differ from district
to district and school to school, perhaps the literature will not indicate the steps that an
educator may need to take to move from current practice to implementation of the model.
A description of a current situation in a specific school, including the strengths of the
TAG program and the daily barriers that are encountered, may illuminate the reasons why

27

the existing model is maintained. A discussion that highlights issues that educators may
encounter when planning to change the way services are provided to advanced learners
may help the reader formulate a plan to progress toward implementation of a model such
as resource consultation. Therefore, documentation of what actually occurs in a school as
educators work together to provide services to advanced learners may be beneficial.
Summary of Research
The literature indicated that providing educational opportunities that are
qualitatively different from the standard curriculum taught in schools is important for
students who perform at a level above their same-age peers. In sum, the research
suggested that teacher training in an array of strategies for implementation with advanced
learners in heterogeneous classrooms is essential. In addition, there is a need for
collaboration and ongoing support when teachers differentiate curriculum. Resource
consultation is one model that may effectively address these issues by training and
supporting teachers as they provide services for advanced learners in the classroom.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
The relationship between a fourth grade mathematics teacher and a talented and
gifted (TAG) coordinator was examined in this study as one option available to meet the
educational needs of advanced learners. A descriptive case study design was used. Data
collection included interviews, questionnaires, and observations to investigate the three
research questions:
1. How do a general education teacher's beliefs regarding advanced learners
compare with those of a TAG coordinator?
2. How do a general education teacher's instructional strategies compare with a
TAG coordinator's s trate gi es?
3. What interactions take place between a teacher and a TAG coordinator when
planning instructional activities for advanced learners?
Setting
The selection of the school district in which to conduct this study was based on
the researcher's know ledge that the district had targeted the TAG program as part of the
comprehensive school improvement plan. The school was located in a small Midwestern
city serving a primarily rural area of 276 square miles with a population of approximately
9,400. The 2001-2002 school year certified enrollment for the district was 1,846
students; approximately 26% qualified for free or reduced-price lunch. The district
employed 136 teachers to serve its students, including two full-time teachers who had
earned master's degrees in education of the gifted. These two educators functioned as
coordinators of the TAG program.
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State law mandated and funded school districts' programs to provide services to
talented and gifted students. A program for students in the upper grades who were
identified as talented and gifted had been in place for approximately 20 years in the
district, with services for kindergarten through fourth grades added in 1991. For many
years, these services were in the form of a pull-out program that offered challenging
activities that may not have been related to the curriculum. Over the past four years, the
school district redesigned the program. It continued to be a traditional pull-out model;
however, services provided to advanced learners were tied to standards in each discipline
and to the current curriculum of each grade level. Formal identification of advanced
learners in this district took place when students were enrolled in third grade.
The elementary school was located in a district that sought to provide an
environment in which all students can reach their full potential academically. As part of
the district's comprehensive school improvement plan, a series of goals supporting this
mission were adopted; one goal was to increase student achievement. The plan to
achieve this goal included action steps to meet the needs of all students in the
mathematics classrooms and to provide additional assistance to identified talented and
gifted students in mathematics. In order to accomplish this, the district's plan stated that
the TAG coordinators would provide classroom teachers with ongoing staff development
Two primary locations within the school were used for data collection in this
study. The first was a fourth grade classroom on the first floor of the elementary school
building. The classroom was arranged in six "teams" or groups of four desks, each
facing the front of the classroom; with one round table with six chairs located in the
center near the back of the room. The teacher's desk was on one side of the room toward
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the front. Cabinets and a sink lined the opposite wall next to the doorway. Two
computers were situated along the back wall of the classroom.
The area assigned for the coordinator's use was a portion of another teacher's
classroom. During the course of this study, the TAG coordinator's area was relocated to
a different classroom. Each of the two locations was on the first floor of the elementary
school in close proximity to the mathematics teacher's classroom. Furnishings included
the coordinator's desk and chair, two cabinets, bookshelves, and a rectangular table with
six chairs surrounding it. These items were contained in a space that measured
approximately 10 feet by 12 feet, and although four additional chairs were available,
ideal maximum capacity of the space was approximately six students.
The school district operated on a six-day cycle, and the fourth grade students in
the teacher's classes normally received instruction in mathematics on each of the six days
in the cycle. A total of 107 students in five classes were enrolled in the fourth grade.
The teacher who participated in the study was one of a team of three teachers and was
responsible for providing instruction in mathematics to approximately 70 students in the
team's three classes; the other two team members taught science and social studies. The
two remaining fourth grade classes received instruction in all content areas from one of
two teachers who were independent from the team. At the time of the study, the
mathematics curriculum had been used in the district for three years.
The teacher's two morning mathematics classes were scheduled in succession,
and the remaining was held during the last class period of the day. The students were
assigned to classrooms randomly to achieve a heterogeneous mix; therefore, students in
each of the three classes were advanced in mathematics. Had administrative practice
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supported cluster grouping, the advanced math students in the three classes could have
been assigned to one classroom. For this school year, the random mix of fourth grade
students yielded one class that included a larger number of students with advanced
mathematics ability than the other two. The coordinator's schedule did not permit her to
teach the advanced learners in each of the classes separately. The teacher and
coordinator designed an intraclass grouping arrangement that enabled the advanced
students from the teacher's three mathematics classes to receive instruction from the
coordinator during the first of these three class periods. This required that the teachers of
the other two classes rearrange the advanced students' schedules to allow them to
participate in the advanced mathematics group.
The number of students in each math class varied from 17 to 24 students. The
number of students participating in daily pull-out instructional sessions with the
coordinator varied between 6 and 10. Shortened class schedules or the coordinator's
schedule conflicts occasionally precluded her from instructing the advanced group of
students. On these days, the intraclass grouping was not in effect and the advanced
students followed their homeroom's class schedule.
Participants
Two educators were selected to participate in this project. (See Appendix A for
the Statement of Informed Consent.) The teacher and TAG coordinator were included in
the project because the relationship these two educators shared and the intraclass
grouping arrangement in place to provide services to advanced learners was unique
within the school district. The researcher determined through discussions with both
participants that they were interested in addressing individual students' educational needs
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and improving the TAG program at the school. In addition, the teacher and coordinator
agreed that documentation of their relationship was an opportunity for administrators and
other educators in the district to learn about the manner in which they were serving
advanced learners. The researcher anticipated that these factors indicated they were
likely to actively engage in the project until its completion.
The first participant was a fourth grade teacher. In addition to providing language
arts and mathematics instruction to her homeroom students, the teacher's responsibilities
included instructing two additional mathematics classes daily. She was selected for this
project based on her interest in improving the educational experiences of the advanced
learners she taught. The teacher had initiated contact with the TAG coordinator to find a
way to better serve the advanced students in her classes.
During her preservice education, the teacher did not complete any coursework in
gifted education. She completed her student teaching experience in the same district
where she graduated from high school. After she earned her teaching degree, she served
as a substitute teacher in this same district for a period of six months prior to being given
her current assignment in a fourth grade classroom, which she had held for seven years.
While employed in this capacity, she received limited training regarding advanced
learners; she attended one formal session to learn about Gardner's model of multiple
intelligences.
The second participant was a TAG coordinator whose responsibilities included
implementation of TAG program activities for grades K through 4 and 9 through 12.
This assignment required her to work with more than 60 teachers in the elementary and
high school buildings. Although some assessment duties required conducting actt vi ties
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with entire classrooms at the elementary level, her primary focus was on the students
identified for inclusion in the TAG program. Typically, the coordinator taught four to
five groups of elementary students in pullout sessions each day and also instructed high
school students individually or in small groups. The coordinator was chosen to
participate in the study due to her record of service with the advanced students in the
district and her commitment to improve the TAG program in order to achieve better
educational outcomes for the advanced learners.
The coordinator taught students identified as gifted and talented beginning in
1988. She had been working with advanced learners in the school district for the last 10
of her 31 years of teaching. While the coordinator maintained a full-time teaching
position, she earned a master's degree in education of the gifted, which she received in
the spring of 1995. The coordinator reported that she had not conducted any formal
inservice training for district staff in recent years, but had engaged in individual
conferences during that time. These meetings were opportunities to share resources
regarding specific topics and subject areas and information about advanced learners and
their educational needs.
Both of the participants reported that their working relationship had been developing over
the course of the teacher's employment in the district. More frequent collaboration had
occurred over the past three years, with the TAG coordinator pulling groups of advanced
learners out of the teacher's mathematics classes during the last two school years. Figure
1 depicts the teacher's utilization of the coordinator's services during the study.
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Figure 1. Current Utilization of TAG Coordinator Services.
TAG coordinator notifies
teachers of available services.

I

i
Teacher requests consultation
with TAG coordinator.

I

TAG coordinator initiates contact to
determine need for consultation.

i
Consultation with TAG
coordinator.

i
All students are given the unit
pretest.

i
Teacher and coordinator discuss
curriculum and methods and grouping.

i
TAG coordinator takes identified flexible group of students
to separate room during daily math class to work with
them (curriculum compacting and enrichment).

i
Students return to classroom
after unit is completed.

Note. The teacher viewed the TAG coordinator's role as teaching the TAG students
outside the regular classroom. The TAG coordinator primarily served advanced learners
directly.
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Data
The sources of data for this project were: (a) transcripts of videotaped
consultation sessions, (b) copies of the participant's electronic mail communications, (c)
transcripts of interviews conducted with the teacher and the TAG coordinator at the
beginning of the study, (d) transcripts of interviews conducted after observations, (e)
transcripts of exit and follow-up interviews with the teacher and coordinator (f)
questionnaires completed by the teacher and coordinator, and (g) researcher's field notes
from 39 days of observations. The data were gathered over a 16-week period from
January 3 through April 22.
Procedure
The initial phase of data collection took place over a period of approximately five
weeks and included initial interviews, completion of questionnaires, and observations of
the participants in the two instructional settings. Additional data was collected over a
period of approximately seven weeks following the initial phase. During this phase, the
teacher and the coordinator consulted during scheduled sessions and impromptu
meetings. The researcher also conducted observations and interviews at this stage of the
study. A follow-up investigation was conducted approximately four weeks after the
second phase of data collection was complete and consisted of an observation of one
class period and individual interviews with the participants.
Although some interaction with the participants and the students they taught was
necessary to develop and maintain rapport, the researcher was primarily an observer
throughout the study. During the initial interviews, the researcher instructed the teacher
and the coordinator to engage in their regular activities when they met and when they
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instructed the students. The researcher stated that the data gathered would allow her to
learn about their relationship, and that discussion of the researcher's observations would
not be pern1itted during the study, but that the results would be shared upon completion
of the project. During the first observations of the teacher and coordinator's instruction,
the researcher was introduced to the students and explained that the purpose of the study
was to learn how mathematics instruction was provided to fourth grade students in the
elementary school.
Consultation Sessions and Electronic Mail Communication
The teacher and coordinator held six scheduled consultation sessions on site. All
sessions were videotaped. One unscheduled session was audiotaped during the second
phase of the data collection. In addition, copies of the participants' electronic mail
communication (e-mail) addressing consultation issues were provided to the researcher.
The data were gathered to address the third research question by determining how the
participants worked together to serve the advanced learners. A pretest for the unit on data
and probability was administered to the students during this main phase of data
collection, which had an impact on the content of the consultation sessions. The pretest
included 20 multiple choice or fill in the blank questions; all items indicated that the
students needed to refer to data sets, graphs, and figures to determine the correct answer
(Fennell et al., 1998). The students completed the pretest prior to the third consultation
session. After the tests had been graded, they were rank ordered for each of the three
classes, with the highest scores placed on the top of each pile. Both the teacher and the
coordinator examined the results of the pretest prior to the consultation session that was
held the morning following the pretest. The participants discussed the pretests with the

37
highest scores individually to reach agreement on each student's level of mastery and
make a decision regarding inclusion in the advanced group.
Students were included in the group that received instruction from the coordinator
only when advanced knowledge about a specific section of the chapter was demonstrated
(i.e., correct responses on the pretest items associated with the topic) and both
participants agreed that the students could be better served by being placed in the group.

It was not necessary for a student to answer all questions correctly on the pretest related
to a specific topic to be included in the advanced group for that topic. After a portion of
the chapter had been completed, the teacher and the coordinator again considered the
pretest results in determining the composition of the advanced group for the next section.
This discussion occurred in the final consultation session.
Interviews
At the beginning of the study, the researcher interviewed the teacher and the
coordinator separately using semi-structured interview protocols. (See Appendix B.) The
interview was designed to answer the first research question and determine the
participants' current beliefs regarding advanced learners. It was also conducted to gain
contextual information ( e.g., how advanced learners were identified, what resources were
available to help meet the needs of advanced learners, etc.). Teacher feedback was
encouraged throughout the study and was specifically solicited via interviews during the
main phase of data collection. The interviews were conducted periodically after
consultation sessions and classroom observations. (See Appendix C.)
Upon exiting the setting, the researcher conducted individual semi-structured
interviews with the teacher and coordinator. (See Appendix D.) These interviews
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provided additional data related to the participants' interactions as they planned
instruction. The researcher inquired about the participants' opinions regarding the
consultation process, any changes that occurred in the classroom during the study, the
effectiveness of consultation, anticipated future consultation needs, and suggested ways
to improve the consultation process.
The follow-up phase was conducted to determine if the consultation relationship
was ongoing or if it had been terminated and if the teacher differentiated curriculum for
the advanced learners within the classroom. The researcher met with the teacher and
consultant individually to discuss the current status of the consultation relationship during
semi-structured interviews. (See Appendix E.) This phase was included in the study
because the literature indicated the need for ongoing support of teachers as they
differentiate the curriculum for their students (Cooper, 1995; Dettmer & Landrum, 1998;
Maker, 1993; Tomlinson et al., 1997; Ward & Landrum, 1994; Westberg & Archambault,
1997).
Questionnaires
After the initial interviews had been completed, each participant completed a
questionnaire. (See Appendix F.) The questionnaires were administered to gather
contextual data. This yielded information regarding the participants' educational
experiences, including preservice and inservice training in gifted education; length of
teaching experience; knowledge about differentiated curriculum; and implementation of
strategies to differentiate curriculum for advanced learners. It was also designed to
gather background on the history of the current model used in the TAG program at the
elementary school.
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Observations
The researcher observed the teacher, coordinator or both participants (together or
separately) as they provided instruction on 39 days. Observations occurred in one or both
of the locations within the setting, either the fourth grade teacher's classroom during the
first math class of the day, or the TAG coordinator's area as she instructed up to 10
students from the three math classes who were included in the pull-out group. The first
19 observations were conducted in order to familiarize the researcher with the setting and
focused on the second research question regarding the teacher's and coordinator's
instructional strategies. The researcher planned to compare the observational data to the
information obtained from the initial interviews and questionnaires regarding the
participants' beliefs about advanced learners and strategies used during instruction. An
additional 19 observations were conducted to determine whether discussion that occurred
in the consulting sessions was implemented in the instructional settings, if strategies to
differentiate curriculum were implemented, etc.
A single observation session was conducted four weeks after the researcher exited
the setting. Approximately half of the first math class period of the day was spent
observing the teacher's instruction in the classroom. The researcher spent the last half of
the period observing in the coordinator's area as she instructed the advanced group. The
final observation was conducted to gather data to compare to data from consultation
sessions, follow-up interviews, and prior observational data.
Data Analysis
Information from all data sources was used to gain insight into the relationship
that existed between the teacher and the TAG coordinator. All videotapes of consultation
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sessions were viewed and transcribed for further analysis. Lengths of these meetings are
listed in Table 1. The third meeting was the longest, and it occurred after the pretest was
given. The fifth consultation was the shortest in duration; it was an unscheduled
exchange that took place one day at the close of the mathematics class. Transcriptions of
the interview videotapes, questionnaire responses, and e-mail communications were also
examined, and the researcher's field notes from observations were reviewed. Analysis
began as soon as possible after the data were collected and transcribed and was ongoing
throughout the course of the study.

Table 1

Consultation Session Length

Session Number
Time
Length

2

38

20

3
48

4

5

6

7

4

19

7
18

Total
154

Note. All times were rounded to the nearest minute.

An initial review of the consultation session data resulted in identification of
general themes into which the data could be categorized. The themes were planning
activities, questions, and feedback. The researcher expanded the categories after
completing a second analysis of the consultation data to include (a) planning groups, (b)
planning content, (c) barriers (i.e., time, space, and class assignment practices), (d)
instruction, (e) feedback/follow-up, (f) inquiry/checking, and (g) affective needs. As
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analysis progressed, common properties of data within categories were noted and
alterations to the categories were made. The constant comparative method of data
analysis was employed in this project (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). As each piece of data
was coded into a category, a comparison was made to other data in the same category and
in the other categories to verify accuracy and consistency of coding. These comparisons
allowed the researcher to consider whether additional or fewer data categories were
needed. The researcher devised a final coding system for the data, and the resulting five

Table 2

Comment Category Totals in Consultation Sessions

Number of Comments Per Session
Category
Curriculum
and Methods

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Total

%

98

. 101

237

17

17

84

67

621

52.9

Grouping

19

34

133

8

0

27

95

316

26.9

Relationship

14

17

39

12

0

26

16

124

10.6

Barriers

14

33

10

7

14

3

8

89

7.6

Mentoring

2

16

2

0

0

1

2

23

2.0

Total

147

201

421

44

31

141

188

1173

categories are presented here in order from the highest to lowest frequency of occurrence
in the consultation session data. (See Table 2.)
The definitions of the categories according to this system were:
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1. Curriculum and Methods: specific discussion regarding curriculum, text, or
pretest content; when material would be covered, either in the classroom or the pullout
session; format in which information would be presented; specific activities or
assignments; supplies needed; etc. Also included was discussion of outcomes of lessons
presented to previous fourth grade students and curriculum the present group of students
had encountered in prior years.
2. Grouping: the TAG coordinator and teacher discussed pretest results,
anecdotal observations, or other data to identify the students from any of the three classes
who required differentiated curriculum for a specific topic. Also included was
conversation about an individual student's educational or affective needs, (e.g., level of
understanding of a math concept, inappropriate behavior, motivation, etc.).
3. Relationship: school-related or personal dialogue not directly related to the
study, and brief comments indicating active listening but not necessarily indicating
agreement with previous comment (e.g., "okay," "yes").
4. Barriers: factors affecting the provision of services to students who the teacher
and coordinator determined needed a different curriculum. These included time, when
the participants discussed the TAG coordinator's scheduling conflicts that precluded her
from providing services to the advanced learners, planned teacher absences, attempts to
identify times for the coordinator and teacher to conduct a consultation session, school
day scheduling changes, etc.; space, when the participants discussed the size/capacity of
the TAG coordinator's area and dialogue about limited space in the classroom; and
classroom assignment, when comments were made about range of learners within the
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general education setting due to the practice of assigning students to achieve a
heterogeneous mix in each classroom.
5. Mentoring: the TAG coordinator directly or indirectly provided information
about teaching strategies. The coordinator may have made recommendations or
discussed modifications to meet students' (advanced learners or others) needs within the
classroom.
In order to verify the reliability of the category coding that the researcher
completed on the consultation session transcripts, two graduate students were trained to
code the data. During this training, definitions of the five categories, including the three
subcategories of barriers, were reviewed. A list of rules that the researcher followed
when coding the transcripts and samples of comments that were placed into each
category by the researcher were shared with the graduate students. Together, the
researcher and coders discussed five comments that had been randomly selected from the
consultation session data. The coders were asked to read each of these individually and
respond with the category they would assign to that comment. The transcript from the
shortest consultation session was coded independently by the trainees and checked by the
researcher at the end of each page. To complete the training, after each page, differences
in coding were discussed until the researcher and coders agreed on the category that each
comment should be assigned.
The coders then independently assigned categories to each comment on five
consecutive pages that were randomly selected from the transcripts of the participants'
remaining six consultation sessions. After the students had completed the task, the
researcher checked both coders' category assignments by comparing them with her own
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coding. Each coder was found to agree with the researcher on 89% of the comments
coded.
Summary
Data from consultation sessions, interviews, questionnaires, and observations of
pull-out and classroom instruction were compared to determine whether the various
sources supported the themes that were identified in the consultation sessions. Content of
consultation interactions was examined to identify information and issues regarding
advanced learners and instructional strategies that were discussed. Transcripts of
consultation sessions were compared to interview and questionnaire responses to
determine whether beliefs described during interviews were reflective of the educators'
training or experience with gifted education and whether those beliefs were demonstrated
during instruction. Data from classroom observations were compared with transcripts of
consultation sessions to determine if issues discussed during consultation were addressed
in the instructional settings.
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CHAPTER4
RESULTS
In the following sections, descriptive data will be used to characterize the
relationship between the fourth grade mathematics teacher and the talented and gifted
(TAG) coordinator. Analysis of the data from the consultation sessions indicated that the
teacher and coordinator participated equally in the meetings and almost always agreed
with comments made by the other participant. The teacher and coordinator commented
most often about the curriculum and methods used in providing instruction to the
students. Grouping students for instruction and barriers encountered when providing
services to advanced learners (e.g., time, space, and class assignment practices) were
topics discussed less frequently. Few statements suggested that the coordinator was
mentoring the teacher. Interview data showed that the participants held similar beliefs
about advanced learners. Both discussed the barriers faced when teaching advanced
learners and commented on the existing TAG program. Observations indicated the
participants shared a positive working relationship, used similar instructional strategies
when working with students (although the coordinator used additional strategies), and
implemented ideas that were discussed in consultation sessions. An additional finding
was that the consultation continued after the researcher exited the setting.
Consultation Sessions
Over a period of seven weeks during the study, the participants scheduled six
meeting times to consult about the advanced learners in the teacher's three mathematics
classes, and on one occasion, an impromptu discussion after the math class was taped.
The first two sessions occurred as a unit on multiplication and division was ending.
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Between the second and third times the participants met, the pretest for the next unit was
administered. The remaining four meetings occurred as the participants conducted the
unit on data and probability.
Analysis of the consultation session data included a comparison of the total
number of comments or statements made by the participants. A comment or statement
was defined as a participant's complete tum during the conversation. As shown in Table
3, each participant contributed an approximately equal number of comments in each
session. The coordinator averaged a slightly larger quantity of statements overall.

Table 3
Participants' Comments in Consultation Sessions

Number of Comments Per Participant Per Session
Participant
C

2
101

3
213

4
22

7
94

%

17

6
71

Total

73

591

50.4

T

74

100

208

22

14

70

94

582

49.6

1

5

Note. C =Coordinator, T =Teacher.

The data from the consultation sessions were also examined to determine the
number of times each participant agreed with a statement made by the other participant
immediately following that statement. (See Table 4.) The teacher contributed the
majority of the comments that indicated agreement. Examples of individual responses by
the teacher that indicated agreement with a comment made by the coordinator included
"all right" and "I think it is, too." Statements such as "yes" and "I agree with you"
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illustrated the type of responses made by the coordinator in agreement with teacher
comments .

Table 4

Participants' Agreement Responses in Consultation Sessions

Number of Agreement Responses Per Session
Participant
C

1
9

19

T

2
11

3
12

4
0

5

6

3

6

25

4

0

Note. Disagreements were not found in four sessions. C

7
8

Total

49

%
26.8

134

73.2

=Coordinator, T =Teacher.

aDisagreed with three comments during session. bDisagreed with one comment during
session.

Five categories of dialogue were identified: curriculum and methods, grouping,
barriers, relationship, and mentoring. Definitions for the categories are provided in
Chapter 3. In excerpts used throughout this chapter to provide the reader with samples of
dialogue from each category, C will be used to represent the coordinator's comments and
Twill designate statements made by the teacher.
Table 2 lists the numbers of comments coded in each category and the total
number of comments for each session. In addition, the total number of comments coded
for each category during all seven meetings is indicated. As shown, curriculum and
methods to utilize during instruction and the grouping of students were the primary topics
during the consultation sessions. Together, comments in these two categories comprised
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79.8% of the conversation during the seven discussions. The largest number of the
statements made regarding curriculum and methods and grouping occurred during the
third session, which was held after the pretest was given. However, even prior to
administering the pretest for the upcoming chapter, the teacher and coordinator discussed
issues related to these two categories.
Curriculum and Methods
As Table 2 indicates, the participants discussed curriculum and methods during
each consultation session. During discussions related to the curriculum and methods, the
teacher and coordinator covered timelines for presentation of specific activities and
material, including assessment. At times, the conversation included recollections of how
topics had been addressed and the outcome of lessons in the past and how that
information related to the current year's lesson. In the sessions, the participants also
described resources needed and steps involved to complete particular lessons, considered
additional material to be added, and identified enrichment or alternative activities for the
advanced learners. This category was also comprised of comments made by the teacher
and coordinator regarding content of the curriculum, textbook, and pretest.
Several examples to illustrate the types of comments related to curriculum and
methods that were made during consultation sessions are included below. The first
example occurred during the initial consultation session. As the teacher and coordinator
were planning for the next chapter, the teacher inquired about the timeline and the
coordinator recalled how additional material had been introduced for advanced learners
in the past when covering the topic:
T

So if I spend three days on a lesson, you're not going to think that you
need to, right? I mean you'll still go at your own pace as for right now,
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unless something comes up in the pretesting or midway through. You
never know exactly how it is going to go.
C

The one thing we did last year. .. remember, we introduced making graphs
on the computer? The nice thing about that is I will have laptops we can
bring in. Because we don't have to be connected to the network, we just
have to have AppleWorks on the computer.

A second example illustrates comments regarding resources needed for lessons
that were present in the data. When discussing the week's planned activities during the
second consultation session, the teacher stated:
... on Tuesday, and then that prime and composite (lesson). I didn't ever come up
with a storybook. I thought that would have been cool to have some type of
picture book about prime and composite numbers but I even asked the reading
consultant that was here yesterday. She said that's difficult; she didn't know of
any.
In addition, the previous example revealed that the coordinator was not the only person
the teacher utilized to locate additional resource materials for use in the classroom.
Another sample of the dialogue coded as curriculum and methods from the third
consultation session illustrated how the teacher and coordinator discussed the
presentation of an activity and the addition of material for advanced learners who had
mastered a concept. For the lesson, both would be present in the classroom with all of
the students together. The activity required that the students take measurements and
compile the data.
C

The first thing in the chapter. .. first of all, there's no reason why getting
this data, they can't all do this (together). There were some kids that
understood mode and median, but can I work with those kids on range and
mean?

T

Obviously, yes. You know for some of them, if all you had to say, median
was middle, I mean, that's a 30 second lesson, and then they've got it.

C

Except the one thing they didn't realize is that you have to rearrange them
(the data) too.

so
T

Oh, the ordering. Right.

A final example shows that the consultation session data also contained
discussion coded as curriculum and methods that was related to the textbook or
supplemental materials used. In the sixth consultation session, the teacher informed the
coordinator about an activity from the book:
T

The gifted and talented section of the book suggested an activity about
graphing constellations. I created a constellation activity, graphing
ordered pairs. I should have brought it down, but I already have it in the
print box. I don't know if you want to use that constellation activity; you
are more than welcome to.

C

I'd like to see it. But it's in the print shop, right?

T

If it hasn't gone yet, you can walk down and look at it.

Grouping
The category that included the second largest number of comments made by the
participants was grouping. (See Table 2.) Statements related to grouping occurred in all
sessions with the exception of the fifth meeting. The session that occurred after
administration of the pretest contained the largest number of comments regarding
grouping. In the final consultation, the participants again considered pretest results to
determine group composition. During that session, the second highest number of
grouping comments occurred.
The data revealed that student grouping for instruction was flexible. When
reviewing the pretest results, the teacher and coordinator examined individual pretests to
determine the students' current level of understanding of the topics covered in the data
and probability unit. In this excerpt from the third session, they discussed the items
related to median and mode:

51
C

But you do have some kids in there that got all this right.

T

Yes, a few.

C

l didn't know how many of those were in there. Not many of them.

T

I thought it was interesting to see who knew.

C

Yes, I was really int1igued by this. She understands the middle number,
but she didn't understand she had to rank them.

T

Right. And the mode ...

Although the teacher and coordinator used pretest results to determine placement
in the group of advanced learners, it was not the sole basis for determining the
composition of the advanced group. In addition, the participants considered information
related to prior knowledge demonstrated in the classroom, students' learning style,
behavior, motivation, and affective needs. An example that illustrates their discussion of
student motivation occurred during the second consultation session, which took place
prior to the administration of the pretest. The teacher informed the coordinator that some
of the students had "a burning desire" to work with her and the group of advanced
learners. The teacher related that she had administered the post-test for the chapter that
day and some students thought grouping would occur based on those results and asked
who would be included in the group. Once she explained that the results from the pretest
on the next unit, not this post-test, would determine who would work with the
coordinator, one student asked her, "How many can I miss to go in with (the
coordinator)?"
In the final consultation session included in the study, the coordinator and teacher
were discussing a change in grouping for the next topic in the chapter. During this
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exchange, they considered the placement of two students, one male and one female, by
including knowledge of past behavior and a plan to approach one student:
C

When we got to harder stuff he shut down. And I don't want to see that
happen. I think he will hang in there. She can even shut down.

T

He will. Yes.

C

He will put forth the effort if he's here. But I think we need to ask her and
say, "This is the way it is. Are you willing to put forth the effort?"

T

And I think they might.

This conversation is an example of how the participants addressed individual student
behavior and motivation in their comments related to grouping.
Relationship
The analysis of the consultation session data revealed that approximately 10% of
the participants' remarks during the meetings were coded into the relationship category.
(See Table 2.) The comments included in this category were of a collegial or personal
nature. As previously discussed, the participants' interactions were positive. Two
examples of dialogue that were coded as relationship are provided. The first was a
collegial comment that occurred prior to the administration of the pretest when the
teacher and coordinator were planning the following week's activities, which included
the cumulative test at the end of the unit:
C

Oh, I wish it were a day six. That would be great, because I don't have
anything at the end of the day.

T

You can check my cumulative test then.

C

l can. I could, dear.

T

(Laughing.) No, that's all right.
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C

I could check your cumulative test. Then it's basically a matter of looking
at the chapter.

An example of their personal dialogue occurred during a later session when the teacher
and coordinator were planning what would be done when the teacher would be out of
town for an extended weekend at a wedding. The coordinator inquired whose wedding
the teacher would be attending and expressed her hope that the teacher's family would
encounter good weather and have a safe trip.

Table 5

Participants' Comments Regarding Barriers in Consultation Sessions

Number of Comments
Regarding Barriers Per Session
Category
Time

Space

Class
Assignment
Total

Note. C

Particieant
C
T

1
4
4

2
16
15

3
2
1

4
2
2

5
8
6

6
1

C
T

3
1

0
0

2

2

2

1

0
0

C
T

1
1

2

1

1

0
0

14

33

10

7

7
2
3

Total
35
33

0
0

2

9

0
0

0
0

0
0

14

3

8

2

5
4
3

=Coordinator, T =Teacher.

Barriers
Time, space, and classroom assignment practices were barriers to providing
services to advanced learners that were discussed when the teacher and coordinator
planned together. (See Table 2.) Discussion of these barriers comprised approximately

54
8% of the total comments made during the consultation sessions. As shown in Table 5,
both participants made references to barriers during their meetings, and barriers were
discussed in each session. Of the three subcategories of barriers identified, 76.4% of the
comments related to time. (See Table 6.) Specifically, time was a factor in scheduling
consultation sessions for the teacher and coordinator and in scheduling instruction for the
advanced learners (e.g., planned absences, school schedule changes, conflicting schoolrelated duties and meetings, personal commitments, etc.).

Table 6

Barriers Subcategories

Total Comments Regarding Barriers Per Session
Subcategory
Time

l
8

2
31

3
3

4
4

5
14

6
3

7
5

Total
68

%
76.4

Space

4

0

4

3

0

0

3

14

15.7

Class
Assignment

2

2

3

0

0

0

0

7

7.9

Total

14

33

IO

7

14

3

8

89

%

15.7

37.1

11.2

7.9

15.7

3.4

9.0

Two illustrations of the barriers that time presented are included here. First, the
amount of time the participants required to find a common time to meet can be found in
the fifth session. In this unplanned conference, 14 of the 31 total comments were coded
as belonging to the barriers category. All of these comments were related to time. (See
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Table 6.) Specifically, the statements were in regard to identifying the participants' next
meeting time.
Another example that occurred at the end of the second session may indicate the
complexities of identifying a convenient time for the participants to discuss pretest
results. When looking at the following week's schedule, one available time during the
school day on Monday was discarded because the pretest results wouldn't be available.
In addition, a meeting regarding a student and a personal commitment prevented
scheduling a session after school on Monday and Tuesday, and parent teacher
conferences on Wednesday and Thursday afternoons further complicated the educators'
schedules. A potential meeting time was finally chosen when the coordinator suggested
that she could attempt to change a meeting with a kindergarten teacher on Tuesday. This
change would accommodate meeting with the math teacher during a time when her
students would be at their "specials" (e.g., computer, music, etc.). Samples of dialogue
that were coded to the barriers category are provided below.
The following example showed that time was a challenge in providing
educational services to the advanced learners in the mathematics classes due to school
schedule changes and conflicting school-related duties necessitated by parent teacher
conferences.
T

You know what's going to be interesting ... that's why I haven't gone any
further with my planning. With conferences, we may only switch one of
those days. My specials are fine but since it's an early out, theirs (the
other two teachers') might be a little goofy so I need to check with them

C

Okay.

T

So we may not switch every day next week, or Wednesday and Thursday.
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C

We'll just play that by ear. I'm at the high school then, as soon as I finish
here, because of the early dismissal. I don't have to come back. I go by
times here, not periods of the day.

The coordinator's assignment included both the elementary school and the high school.
Each building followed different daily schedules due to the high school's use of block
scheduling; therefore, changes to the schedule could impact the coordinator's availability
to teach the advanced group.
A second subcategory of barriers identified in the participants' dialogue during
the consultation sessions was space. Of the comments coded to this category, 15.7%
related to space as a barrier when planning instructional activities. (See Table 6.) During
a portion of the study, the coordinator knew she would be moved from her area, but was
not certain when the move would occur and was not guaranteed that another space would
be assigned for her future use. When meeting prior to the pretest, both participants
expressed concern about the lack of a plan to implement if a large number of students
from all three classes performed well enough on the pretest to qualify for inclusion in the
advanced group. As the participants discussed the pretest results in the third session, the
number of students who demonstrated mastery on the pretest and the impact of the
available space was discussed:
C

But once again, I can't see putting them in (the classroom) ... ! mean all
that's going to do is load up this room and I'm not sure that's the best
thing.

T

You haven't been kicked out of your room ...

C

I can take them to my room.

T

Or they can stay in here.
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The size of the coordinator's area limited the number of students that could occupy that
space comfortably. However, the coordinator stated that the classroom space was also
inadequate. Although eventually an area of less square footage was identified for the
coordinator's use and she was relocated, space was an ongoing issue. In the final session,
the participants identified a group of potential students to work with the coordinator on
the next topic. The coordinator stated that she didn't have room for all the students
initially identified for inclusion in the group. Further discussion narrowed the number to
eight. Although this was a larger number than what could ideally be accommodated in
the space available in her area, the coordinator agreed to work with a group of that size.
A third barrier related to the administrative philosophy and practice of random
assignment of students to achieve heterogeneous grouping in classrooms was mentioned
in the first three sessions. (See Table 6.) In the third session, the coordinator observed
that this random assignment had resulted in a large number of advanced students in
mathematics being assigned to the teacher's first class. However, the coordinator's other
responsibilities and schedule did not permit her to teach the advanced learners in the
individual classes separately. By adding students from the other two classes, the flexible
groups the coordinator instructed during the first mathematics class each day were
formed.
Although the intraclass grouping arrangement addressed this barrier, it was not
removed. Earlier in the same session, the participants discussed the students from the
other two mathematics classes who performed well on sections of the pretest. The
coordinator commented on the flexibility that would be required to maintain the intraclass
grouping arrangement:
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The only other way that's going to work is if (the other two teachers) are ready to
let the kids flow on any given day. Be in, be out. Is that a bigger headache, or is
it's just as easy?
Previously, the students from the other two classes had joined the first class for the entire
unit Neither the coordinator nor the teacher knew if the other teachers were willing to
allow the students to change their schedules to join the first class for mathematics for a
few days at a time during the upcoming unit.
Mentoring
The final category identified in the dialogue from the consultation sessions is
mentoring. Comments were coded as mentoring when the coordinator gave the teacher
instruction or advice. These statements comprised only 2% of the total comments made
during their meetings, compared to the 52.9% of the comments that were coded to
curriculum and methods category. (See Table 2.) The coordinator did not provide any
mentoring in two of the seven consultations.
In one example of mentoring found in the transcripts, the coordinator advised how
she would use activities from the textbook: "If you have some kids that understand it, l
would have them do the extensions, and have them add some things. They don't need to
do the practice." A second example occurred during the second consultation as the
teacher and coordinator were discussing lessons in the upcoming chapter. The
coordinator stated that the new material built on skills the students had previously learned
and provided the teacher with sample dialogue:
And that's what I like to see is the link between what you just did and the new
material. This is why you have to learn multiplication and division, so that if you
are making a pictograph you know what you have to divide; or if you are trying to
figure out what it's telling you, you know how to multiply.
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Electronic Mail Communication
In addition to the seven transcribed consultation sessions, the participants
exchanged five e-mail messages during the study. The teacher initiated three of theemail communications. The content of the messages were coded into the categories of
curriculum and methods and barriers. Curriculum and methods comments included three
inquiries about the methods to use for a specific lesson in the upcoming chapter, the
teacher's brief explanation of her plan for two class periods, one statement regarding the
advanced group's assignment, and an observation about one student in the advanced
group. Comments related to barriers included possible meeting times for three separate
consultation sessions, notices of two changes in the scheduled time for the mathematics
class to meet, and one comment regarding space.
Interviews
Initial Interviews
The individual interviews conducted with each participant at the beginning of the
study were a source of information regarding three issues. The first was the participants'
beliefs about serving advanced learners in the classroom, barriers to serving them in the
classroom, how the district met the needs of advanced learners, and what kind of
curriculum the advanced learners required. The second issue was the participants'
discussion of the scope of improvements the TAG program needed and their active roles
in that process. The third issue was how the teacher and coordinator worked together to
provide services to the advanced learners. The interviews were the primary source of
data related to beliefs about advanced learners; however, consultation sessions and later
interviews also contained data related to these beliefs.
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The first issue discussed by the participants concerned their beliefs about
advanced learners. The teacher stated her beliefs during the initial interview. These
included: (a) The needs of all students, specifically advanced learners, could not be met
in the general education classroom given the way students were assigned to classes; (b)
barriers to providing a different curriculum for advanced learners included limited
funding, space, and human resources; (c) the school district had more work to do to meet
the needs of advanced learners; and (d) advanced learners sometimes need a different
curriculum based on prior knowledge in an individual subject area, but should not be
required to complete more work than other students.
The coordinator discussed beliefs that were similar to the first three beliefs
reported by the teacher: (a) It is difficult for a teacher to address the needs of all the
students in the classroom given the range of abilities that is frequently present in a single
class; (b) time and space were barriers to providing services to advanced learners
(although the coordinator identified an additional barrier); and (c) the district's program
could be improved to better meet advanced learners' educational and affective needs. In
addition to the three similar beliefs, the coordinator verbalized one belief that differed
from the teacher's. The coordinator stated that the curriculum did not need to be different
for advanced learners. Instead, she stressed that the curriculum needed to be flexible to
accommodate individual student needs (e.g., opportunities for in-depth exploration of
subject areas in which a student had a strong interest). An example from the
coordinator's interview illustrates this point, "Best practice indicates that educators must
work with an advanced learner to meet the student's needs."
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An additional barrier that the coordinator identified was that many general
education teachers have not been trained to provide services to advanced students. An
excerpt from the initial interview illustrates the coordinator's beliefs regarding teacher
training as well as the range of students assigned to a classroom:
Some of the learners I work with are gifted; others I'm dealing with because the
classroom teacher thinks I should be working with them, but that's too many kids.
At all grade levels, even into high school, you have a range of abilities, and
teachers, by simple virtue of economy and doing the best they can, tend to shoot
for the middle or high middle at best. I have teachers that have come to me - they
don't know what to do with a really advanced learner that's basically consuming
the text as fast as they can present new material. I think my efforts would be
better spent focusing on those very few students showing a great deal of need, and
working with the classroom teachers, who need to be better trained on dealing
with the range. However, I also think we need to help the teachers by changing
the range, then giving the teachers the skills to meet the range of abilities. We've
started by introducing guided reading, but have not begun to train the teachers in
math, science, and social studies.
The second issue covered in the initial interviews was the TAG program at the
elementary school and how services for advanced learners were being improved. When
interviewed, both the teacher and coordinator used the same phrase regarding
improvements that had been implemented and changes that were still needed: "a long
road." In the first interview, the teacher stated her observations and feelings about the
TAG program:
I've seen how much the math enrichment or pull-out has benefited those kids. I
wish there could be more in other subject areas. I'm anxious to learn more about
how our district is going to do that. I know how much pride and happiness J feel
that we're doing this in math. We really feel good about how we've started to do
this and what direction we're going, but math isn't the only area that we need to
do it in, either. It's a long road.
The coordinator also stated her position regarding improving services to advanced
learners in the initial interview:
I guess my passion is we can always do more. In my own mind I have this little
video playing of what I think would be perfect. But then there's also the reality of
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budgets, money, finances, time, space, and personnel issues. This is what we've
got (to work with). What can we do to help the most kids in the best way
possible? And you have to constantly weigh the ideal versus reality. It's a
constant battle, I think, between the two. We have such a long road, so many
things to get done to make it better for kids. It's a progression of steps, and we're
just not there yet.
A third issue addressed in the data from the initial interview was how the teacher
and coordinator worked together to provide services to the advanced learners. The
teacher described her view of her relationship with the coordinator. She stated that she
was interested improving her teaching skills and that the coordinator was a mentor and a
resource for her. The teacher reported how she utilized the coordinator's services at the
time of the study:
I was realizing that I wasn't meeting the needs of everybody, and knowing that
she had the expertise, I went to her. Well, she's the one then that recommended I
try pretesting. That was the early stage. Then once I got the information, they
aced the test; now what do I do with them? I couldn't sit down in a small group
and go at a quicker speed with them in the math area when I was trying to meet 70
other kids' needs. Together we came up with the idea that we would pretest but
then take it a step, further, and she would assist us in that area. It's been great.
When the coordinator discussed their working relationship, she stated that the
other participant in the study was a good teacher who wanted to do the best job possible.
She stated that the teacher was eager to learn more from the coordinator and other
sources to improve her teaching skills. However, the coordinator reported that the
teacher, and classroom teachers in the elementary school overall, experienced high stress
levels due to school-wide initiatives (e.g., implementation of changes in the reading
curriculum) in addition to the daily responsibility of serving students with a wide range of
interests and abilities. The coordinator described how she and the teacher worked
together:
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T is very easy to work with, very easy. I think the hardest thing is that both of us
would like to have more time that we could spend together. She has ideas; I try to
have ideas. I listen to her; she listens to me. We try to make it the best
experience we can for the kjds.
Post Observation Interviews
The post observation interviews provided information about three issues. First,
the teacher commented on her instruction, goals for lessons, and their outcomes. The
second issue covered in the interviews was the participants' goals for their consultation
sessions. A third issue was the impact of space on the advanced learners' instruction.
First, the teacher commented on the instruction she provided in the classroom.
Although she stated on various occasions that she primarily taught directly from the
textbook, interview data indicated she incorporated additional activities. These were
included based on student input or when she thought they were valuable and that the
students would enjoy them. The following is an example of an activity she included
based on student input. The teacher explained during the interview that one activity in
the data and probability unit required the students to gather and compare student height
data gathered within each class. After that activity had been completed, students in each
of the three classes indicated interest in combining the data to compare the results across
classes. As a result of their interest, the teacher prepared materials so that the students
could explore the additional data during class the following day.
A second example illustrates an activity the teacher thought would be valuable for
the students. She discussed implementing a gifted and talented activity that had been
suggested in the textbook chapter:
I never noticed it before. Next week, we'll be graphing ordered pairs, and the
book talked about getting constellations and giving the students grid paper. I got
a constellation book yesterday after school and cut and pasted a few constellations
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(onto one sheet of paper) I thought would be good for them; you know, not easy
but not too hard either.
In both of these cases, the teacher reported that her goals for the activities were for the
students to have meaningful experiences to learn the material. She also reported that both
lessons had a positive outcome. She indicated that she would use the activities the
following year but would modify the constellation activity to include constellations with
a wider range of complexity.
The second issue was the lack of clearly defined goals for consultation sessions.
The following excerpt described the teacher's goals for the first consultation session: "I
went into the consultation not knowing a whole lot about what we were going to discuss.
My mind is so focused on the chapter that we're on that I hadn't begun to think about the
next one." In later interviews, the teacher reported that her goals for consultation
sessions were to discuss operational issues such as pretest results, flexible grouping, how
services would be provided to the advanced learners, scheduling issues, etc., and
therefore her goals were attained. However, she indicated that information covered in the
consultations did not teach her any additional strategies to implement in the classroom.
Like the teacher, the coordinator's goals for the consultation sessions were related
to daily operations and were not clearly defined or long-term in nature. One example
from the post observation interviews illustrates these three characteristics of the
coordinator's goals. On one occasion approximately five weeks into the study, the
coordinator informed the researcher that she did not have a plan for what she would
discuss with the teacher during two future scheduled consultation sessions. She stated
that in between the scheduled consultations, she and the teacher would "meet after school
and quickly plan for the next day."
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A third issue was the impact space limitations had on the advanced learners'
instruction. During one interview, the teacher commented to the researcher (represented
by R in this excerpt) regarding the limited space of the coordinator's area and the
necessity of keeping a few advanced learners with the class separate from the advanced
group:
T

It's bad for the advanced learners that can't go with the group. 1 don't
know. You can't avoid space (limitations), but there should be something
else that can be done.

R

Do you have plans to talk to C about that?

T

I hope so. But then, I guess she knows her capacity in there. I wish there
was something else that could be worked out for the kids' sake. The test
information is still sitting there and it proves that they need it. She has a
pace that she can maintain and it is so much better. . .I have to stay in the
middle of the road. I'm still losing some (students) the way that it is. The
time just flies; I actually wish it could be a little longer.

A single statement by the teacher in a later interview summarized her thoughts: "J know
it's hard to be limited on space, but I don't want a student excluded for that reason."
Exit Interviews
At the end of the 12 weeks of data collection, an exit interview was conducted
with each participant. The coordinator's responses summarized many issues, including
resource consultation and services to advanced learners, barriers of space and class
assignment, and beliefs. The teacher's responses focused on issues of space and how
events transpired during the main phase of the study. An example of each participant's
comments from the exit interview is presented here. The first illustrates the coordinator's
summary of resource consultation and comments related to space:
Theoretically, for consultation to work it has to be a predetermined time and then
both educators stick by it This is when you meet, period. No one is allowed to
schedule other meetings then. That also puts me in the role of a resource rather
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than delivery. And I don't think that we're to the point where I can back off the
delivery yet. I like consultations and I think the more that I can work with a
teacher in meeting the needs of a student, the better off we all are. I think what
I'm doing is still very much pull-out. It is a matter of space, too. Sometimes, if
the advanced learners are doing something completely different, it helps to keep
the other kids in the room focused. I think you've seen that some kids are really
easily distracted.
A second example described what the teacher thought about how events
transpired during the study. She shared her feelings about the space issue, and indicated
she did not differentiate the curriculum when the advanced learners were in the
classroom:
It got really confusing when she was threatened with not having a room or space;
of course, that's an issue too. I didn't know exactly how all that was going to pan
out: the idea of her being in here. I thought she was going to be in the classroom
full-time, but it really ended up not being as much as I thought it would be
because now she does have a place; she's not "thrown out into the street." I
thought it was chaotic with all those kids; to move my kids up closer to hear me
and to give them the space they needed and we weren't bothering them. It wasn't
really two different lessons, though. It wasn't too different for me, because I was
teaching. I felt like I wasn't really differing anything throughout the lesson for
the advanced kids.

Follow-up Interviews
In separate interviews conducted one month after the data had been collected, the
participants discussed three issues. The first was the type, frequency, and duration of
meetings they had during that time. The second issue was the content of the participants'
meetings and how the students were identified to participate in the advanced group. A
third issue was teacher readiness to consult with the coordinator.
The first issue was the meetings that the participants held. Both the teacher and
the coordinator reported that they had met formally only one time for approximately 10
minutes during that time period. Each stated that they had communicated primarily via e-
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mail and brief conversations in passing. They reported that a total of approximately 12 to
15 of these types of interactions had taken place during the month.

The second issue discussed was the content of the meetings that took place and
how students placed in the advanced group were identified. Both the teacher and the
coordinator reported that their communications consisted of the content of the units to be
covered in the month that remained in the school year and placement of students in the
advanced group for each topic. The following example showed the teacher's influence
when the grouping was decided for the four "mini-units" the students would complete:
At first, she had it really narrowed down, to a few. And I kind of pushed for more
to be in with her knowing what I was going to be covering. I didn't want them to
be bored or not be challenged or enjoy it. Not that what I'm doing is completely
easy for anybody that's with me either, but some students that are in the
classroom find the material somewhat easy and some have more difficulty. You
are still going to have those extremes. I kind of pushed a little bit to have more
students involved in the advanced group than she had initially thought
The coordinator reported that the identification of students to include in the advanced
groups for the mini-units differed from the procedure used for the data and probability
unit:
There was a series of tests, because we took every chapter pre-test for every unit
that was being covered. There wasn't any student who showed that he or she had
mastery of all four topics. We looked at what they were missing on the pre-test,
what it appeared they knew, and what wouldn't take much instruction for them to
figure it out. We also looked at motivation from past experience, and we even
included a couple of kids on trial. We also looked at Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
scores, too. We were looking for the top math kids because I'm going fast; she's
going at half speed in comparison.
The third issue discussed in the interviews was teacher readiness to consult with
the coordinator. Issues that the coordinator mentioned included competing school
reforms and teachers' willingness to consult with the coordinator to be trained to work
with advanced learners. One example of the coordinator's comments about competing
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school reforms indicated her understanding that some teachers may not be willing to
consult with her: "I think the teachers are under enough pressure with the implementation
of guided reading and trying to get a handle on that. It is one of those instances of 'how
much more can you pile on someone's plate before you break them?"' The following
example illustrates some teachers' misperceptions of the coordinator and other
consultants and the need to educate teachers on the coordinator's role in providing
indirect services to advanced learners:
The most difficult task with modeling for other teachers is that you don't appear
arrogant. Often, that is how you are perceived. I've discussed this with the
reading specialist. You can tell when you go into some classrooms that you are
not welcome. You need to let them know that you are not trying to say that the
way you are presenting is the only way of doing it, but instead that it may help the
teacher to meet the needs of more students. For example, teachers could benefit
from additional training in questioning techniques. It would be better if I were
invited into the classroom than if I just said, "I'm going to model this for you."
By the same token, sometimes if you wait for your invitation, you are waiting for
an awfully long time.
Observations
The researcher observed the two participants when they consulted with each other
and during mathematics classes. These observations in the classroom and TAG
coordinator's area confirmed that the participants were using the activities and materials
discussed in consultation sessions. Flexible grouping was carried out as planned.
Observational data revealed four findings. First, interactions between the
participants were positive. Second, the strategies the teacher and coordinator used during
instruction were similar; however, the coordinator used curriculum compacting while the
teacher did not, and the coordinator used enrichment activities more frequently than the
teacher. Third, the coordinator was not observed modeling lessons for the teacher.
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Fourth, space and time had an impact on the instruction provided to the advanced
learners.
First, the researcher observed positive interactions involving the participants.
Both smiled and laughed often and interacted in a relaxed manner with each other and the
students. Throughout the study, the researcher did not observe any interactions between
the participants that could be characterized as negative (e.g., speaking in angry voices or
the use of impolite or condescending words).
Second, the researcher observed that the teacher and coordinator used some of the
same strategies with the advanced group or in the classroom for activities, including
whole group instruction and flexible grouping. However, only the coordinator used
curriculum compacting, and she more frequently used enrichment activities. The teacher
primarily conducted large group instruction, used a variety of methods to pair students or
form small groups to complete activities, and usually covered material from the textbook
and engaged in daily review. On most days, the group of advanced students worked
independently or in pairs after group instruction and discussion. The researcher observed
that the coordinator allowed the students the option to informally pair up to work on
assigned problems during most sessions, with the exception of testing situations and
several occasions when she assigned partners in the pull-out group based on her
knowledge of the students' effective working relationships. The coordinator's instruction
revealed that she used curriculum compacting when teaching the advanced learners. The
coordinator presented information that filled the gaps in the advanced learners'
knowledge and then moved on to enrichment activities. The researcher observed that her
pace of instruction was more rapid than the teacher's. The coordinator occasionally
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taught from the textbook and utilized the accompanying enrichment worksheets, but more
often she used material from the book, Challenge Math for the Elementary and Middle

School Student (Zaccaro, 2000), and other sources for the advanced group's assignments.
On the occasions when the TAG coordinator and teacher were both present in the
classroom during the first class, the researcher noted that the teacher provided large group
instruction to the entire group, with rare interjections from the coordinator. At no time
during the observations did the coordinator lead the group instruction. The researcher
observed that, during small group activities, the coordinator worked directly with the
advanced learners while the teacher managed the other groups in the classroom.
Third, the observation data showed that the coordinator did not model strategies
for the teacher during the classes when all students were together in the classroom with
the two participants. Only one instance was observed when the teacher asked the
coordinator if she would like to the model the lesson for her. At the time the teacher
asked, the coordinator had entered the classroom after the teacher had already begun the
lesson for the day; and the coordinator declined. It is important to note that the
participants had not discussed the possibility of having the coordinator model the lesson
during the consultation session held two days prior to the incident.
Fourth, the researcher observed how space and time had an impact on services
provided to the students. First, space will be discussed. The amount of available space
for the advanced learners in the coordinator's area and in the classroom was inadequate.
Although each of the spaces assigned to the coordinator was crowded, the researcher
observed that the coordinator and advanced learners adapted to the space available. The
researcher observed between six and ten students receiving instruction in the
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coordinator's areas over the course of the project. Eight was the maximum number of
students that was observed in the smaller space to which the coordinator had been
relocated. The researcher also noted that, during the pull-out sessions, only six students
could sit at the table, while the others sat in chairs or on the floor. This resulted in
competition for the seats in the form of the students running into the room at the
beginning of class.
Space was also an issue when the advanced group was in the classroom. The
advanced learners worked with the coordinator who was seated at the round table located
near the center of the room. The number of students in the group made it necessary for
some to sit at the table and others to use the four desks directly behind it. The researcher
observed that at times when the coordinator was providing small group instruction or
answering questions while the teacher conducted a different lesson with the rest of the
class, the advanced students seated in the desks had difficulty hearing the coordinator.
Next, the coordinator's availability was a barrier related to time that had an
impact on instruction for advanced learners. There were three days of classroom
instruction that were observed when the TAG coordinator had scheduled absences and all
students were taught in the general classroom by the mathematics teacher. Therefore,
limited data was available to compare the teacher's instruction of the advanced learners
to the coordinator's. During the first class period when the coordinator was unavailable,
the researcher observed that the advanced group was allowed to work on their own out in
the hall on an assignment the coordinator had presented to them the previous day. One
student came in the room twice to ask the teacher questions during that time. The teacher
checked on the group periodically when she was able to briefly break away from the
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class. During the coordinator's second day away from the advanced group, the learners
from the other two mathematics classes remained in their assigned classes. Therefore, all
of the learners in the advanced group were not present for the teacher's first mathematics
class of the day. The researcher observed that the entire class was given seatwork to
complete. After the worksheet had been turned in to the teacher, each student had been
assigned to play one of a variety of mathematics games that were located around the
classroom. During the time the mathematics games were being played, the teacher and
cadet teacher visited the groups to answer students' questions about the games and
monitor the activity. When the coordinator had planned an absence on a third day, the
researcher observed that a cadet teacher and the teacher circulated around the room to
answer students' questions and both responded to inquiries posed by the students in the
advanced group. The researcher did not observe that either physically sat at the table
with the group of students as the TAG coordinator did during the times she worked with
the advanced learners in the classroom setting or in her area.
Summary
This study investigated three questions:
1. How do a general education teacher's beliefs regarding advanced learners
compare with those of a TAG coordinator?
2. How do a general education teacher's instructional strategies compare with a
TAG coordinator's strategies?
3. What interactions take place between a teacher and a TAG coordinator when
planning instructional activities for advanced learners?
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Regarding the first question, both participants believed that: (a) Not all students'
educational needs can be met in the heterogeneous classrooms due to the wide range of
students' abilities present; (b) barriers such as time, space, and classroom assignment
practices had an impact on services provided to advanced learners; and (c) improvements
needed to be made to the existing TAG program. Regarding the second question, the
teacher and coordinator incorporated group instruction and used small groups for
activities, and they utilized different sources of materials when teaching their students.
However, the advanced learners were served using a pull-out model in which the
coordinator implemented additional strategies such as curriculum compacting and
enrichment opportunities when working with them. In addition, the coordinator covered
the material at a faster pace.
Regarding the third question, the teacher and coordinator had a positive,
voluntary, collaborative consultation relationship that was supported by their beliefs
about advanced learners. They worked together using a pull-out model and a flexible
intraclass grouping arrangement to provide services to advanced learners. During the
study, the participants scheduled unstructured consultation sessions, during which they
focused their discussions primarily on curriculum and methods for instruction and how to
group students; a small percentage of comments were related to mentoring. They also
communicated in brief impromptu meetings before or after the class or via e-mail.
Further, the participants had an established pattern of pretesting students, fanning
flexible groups of students for instruction in each unit or distinct segment of a unit and
then returning to the pretest data to form groups for the next unit or topic. Between the
time the researcher exited the setting and conducted the follow-up, the participants
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continued the consultation relationship and relied primarily on brief, often unscheduled,
face-to-face discussions, along with e-mail communication, to plan activities and to
group students.

75

CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
Data indicated that while the pull-out model appeared to be a successful method
to provide services to the advanced learners, the teacher and the talented and gifted
('f AG) coordinator were aware that the more effective method of serving advanced

learners was to train the teacher to provide differentiated curriculum. However, data
showed that little mentoring occurred and a pull-out model was followed. The teacher
and coordinator collaborated by repeating a cycle: pretesting all students on a chapter or
unit, discussing student grouping based on pretest results, planning curriculum and
methods for the pull-out group and the students who remained in the classroom, and then
providing instruction. (See Figure 2.) The outcome was that the participants continued
to use a pull--out model to serve the group of advanced learners. In the following
sections, several reasons will be given to explain this discrepancy between theory and
practice. These include barriers (e.g., time, space, and class assignment practices), the
participants' beliefs, the absence of clearly defined goals for the collaboration, and the
nature of the existing relationship between the participants. To conclude the chapter,
recommendations for improving collaboration between TAG coordinators and teachers
will be presented.
Limited Mentoring
The researcher noted that the participants repeated the cycle of pretesting,
grouping, planning, and instruction in order to maintain the flexible grouping
arrangement for each unit. (See Figure 2.) At the end of each unit, the participants began
another cycle of the four steps for the next topic. Documentation of this cycle was
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present in the data. The second and third steps occurred during the consultation sessions;
it appeared these steps were necessitated by the existing pull-out arrangement These
data showed that nearly 80% of the comments made by the participants in the seven
consultation sessions were related to either grouping the students according to pretest
results or curriculum and methods to use during instruction. By comparison, only 2% of
the total statements made were related to mentoring. Dialogue about curriculum and
methods and grouping was present during all meetings, while only five of the seven
sessions contained mentoring comments.

Figure 2. Cycle to Maintain Flexible Grouping in Pull-out Arrangement.

Pretesting

-

•
Grouping

-

Planning

~-

Instruction

Note. Planning and grouping normally occurred together during consultation sessions.

In post-observation interviews, the teacher reported that the coordinator did not
discuss strategies to differentiate curriculum with her during consultation sessions. The
researcher observed that the coordinator provided a small amount of mentoring but did
not train the teacher to differentiate the curriculum during the consultations. In addition,
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the meetings were unstructured and did not have clearly defined goals that included
training the teacher to differentiate the curriculum.
The researcher witnessed few instances of mentoring on the occasions when all of
the students were together with both educators in the class. The mentoring that did occur
was in the form of advice the coordinator offered to the teacher; the coordinator did not
model strategies in the classroom. The observation data included one instance when the
teacher asked the coordinator to model the lesson. The teacher had not informed the
coordinator prior to this request; therefore, the coordinator was not prepared to model the
lesson and declined the opportunity. Observations of the coordinator's instruction
revealed that the she used curriculum compacting when teaching the advanced learners
and the observation of the teacher's instruction indicated she did not. During pull-out
instruction, the coordinator presented information that filled the gaps in the advanced
learners' knowledge and then moved on to enrichment activities. In the post-observation
interview data, the teacher reported that the coordinator did not discuss such strategies
during consultation sessions and that, accordingly, she did not use any strategies to
differentiate the curriculum in her classroom.
Exit interview and observation data also showed that the teacher did not
differentiate the curriculum in the classroom. The teacher reported that the presence of
the coordinator and the advanced learners in the classroom did not have a significant
impact on how she taught the class. She stated that it was a similar experience because
she conducted the lesson for the mixed group, and she did not feel as though she provided
anything different for the advanced learners. The teacher occasionally had enrichment

78

activities available for students in the classroom whether or not the advanced learners
were present.
Observations of the classroom on three occasions when the coordinator was not
available to teach the advanced learners also revealed that the teacher did not differentiate
the curriculum. On the first day, the advanced students worked separately from the class
on an assignment the coordinator had given the day before. On the two other occasions,
the advanced learners received the same instruction as the rest of the class. Because the
coordinator provided the teacher with limited mentoring, the current arrangement to serve
advanced learners continued. The teacher was not able to increase her competency with
unfamiliar strategies (e.g., curriculum compacting) that the coordinator used when
instructing the advanced group.
Possible Reasons for Limited Mentoring
The coordinator provided the teacher with very little mentoring or direct training
during the study. Based on the available data, the researcher concluded that there was a
combination of specific reasons why the coordinator had not begun to train the teacher to
differentiate the curriculum for the advanced learners. The reasons included barriers
(e.g., time, space, class assignment practices, etc.); the participants' beliefs; the absence
of clear, mutually defined goals for the consultation sessions; and the existing
relationship between the participants.
First, the barriers of time, space, and class assignments limited the mentoring that
occurred. When asked in the follow-up interview why she did not model strategies for
the teacher during the study, the coordinator specifically stated that time was an issue.
Competing school reforms (e.g., the teacher's participation in the school-wide

79
implementation of the guided reading program) was one reason the participants had
difficulty identifying common time to conduct training for the teacher. The coordinator
acknowledged that the teacher was dividing her time between a number of priorities in
the school and appeared hesitant to add more to teacher's workload by scheduling
additional time to provide training. A second issue was the amount of time spent during
consultation sessions in the grouping of students and the planning of curriculum and
methods. The coordinator may not have realized the amount of time devoted to these
topics. She may not have seen the opportunity to train the teacher during the scheduled
consultations if the time were restructured to include less discussion of the curriculum
and methods and grouping issues.
The other barriers, space and class assignment practices, may also have
maintained the coordinator's low level of mentoring. At the time of the study, the
participants had already developed coping strategies that addressed the limitations
imposed by the barriers. The coordinator had arranged her schedule so that she was
available most days to provide instruction to the flexible group of advanced learners
during the time the first class met. In addition, the teacher and her two colleagues
suppo11ed the flexible intraclass grouping arrangement that was currently in place, and
the impending loss of the coordinator's space outside of the classroom never
materialized. As a result, it appeared that there was no impetus to train the teacher to
provide differentiated curriculum in the classroom. Had one or more of these factors
been different, the urgency of the situation may have been the catalyst for implementation
of a model of service delivery that incorporated indirect services for advanced learners.
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A second explanation for the limited mentoring may be the participants' beliefs.

It is possible that the teacher's beliefs about advanced learners were derived from her
association with the coordinator. The teacher and the coordinator believed that the
students' needs cannot be met within the classroom and that, by removing the advanced
learners, fewer students who represented a narrowed range of abilities in mathematics
were left in the classroom. They believed that the more challenging, individualized
instruction the advanced group of students received in the pull-out arrangement had a
tendency to build on their prior knowledge rather than repeat concepts that had already
been mastered. In addition, with the advanced learners receiving more individualized
instruction from the coordinator outside of the classroom, the researcher observed that the
teacher was free to use her existing knowledge and more efficiently focus her efforts on
the students remaining in the mathematics classes. As Smutny and Blocksom (1990)
described, this was one of the benefits of a pull-out model. Since the current service
delivery model seemed to benefit nearly everyone involved, it appeared to be the
foundation for maintaining the consultation relationship in its current form.
In addition, the coordinator revealed a belief that may indicate that the current
model of service delivery limited mentoring and thereby hindered the improvement of
services provided to advanced learners. She stated in the exit interview that although her
efforts would be better spent working directly with a few students and the majority of her
time training classroom teachers, she did not think they were at a point where she could
provide services in that manner. This belief may be a general statement from the
coordinator's perspective of the reason(s) why she did not shift her involvement to
provide more indirect services to the advanced learners (e.g., teachers were not trained to

81

serve advanced learners in the classroom, and therefore expected her to pull the students
out of the classroom and directly provide services). It is also a likely explanation why a
high percentage of comments in the consultation data were coded as curriculum and
methods and grouping and only 2% were coded as mentoring. As a result, the
participants' arrangement continued in its current form throughout the study, even though
the opportunity existed for the coordinator to gradually increase the amount of indirect
service she provided.
A third reason for the discrepancy may be the lack of clearly defined goals for the

consultation sessions. It appeared that, when they met, the participants had broad,
implicit goals that addressed only the immediate issues and situation: to examine the
pretest results, group students flexibly according to those results and individual student
needs, and to plan appropriate, challenging mathematics instruction. The data from post
observation interviews indicated that the teacher often was so focused on the current
mate1ial that she did not look ahead when planning. Neither did the coordinator prepare a
list of topics to cover in the consultations. The researcher had not observed that specific,
mutually defined goals had explicitly been developed or that a meeting agenda was used
for any of the consultation sessions. Had goals been defined, it is possible the
participants would have begun to increase the amount of indirect services the coordinator
provided by modeling strategies for the teacher.
The fourth reason for the limited mentoring that occurred was the relationship that
the teacher and coordinator shared. Consultation session data indicated the participants
had a good rapport; they were friendly, cooperative, agreeable, and flexible when
working together. Interview data showed they respected each other, and the researcher
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observed evidence of these characteristics in their interactions. Had this not been the
case, the coordinator may not have been providing any services for the advanced learners
in the teacher's three mathematics classes.
Yet it is also possible that the participants' relationship was partly responsible for
the continued implementation of the pull-out arrangement. For example, the teacher had
shown some interest in improving her ability to differentiate instruction, as indicated by
her spontaneous request in the classroom for the coordinator to model a lesson.
However, even though the teacher would acknowledge privately to the researcher that her
reliance on the coordinator left her unprepared to meet the needs of the advanced learners
in her classroom, she did not share this information with the coordinator during the
consultation sessions.
Similarly, there were some ideas that the coordinator did not share with the
teacher regarding the instruction of the advanced learners that may have improved
services. For example, the coordinator had not informed the teacher about resource
consultation, specifically that she could be more effective by serving most students
indirectly. For the reasons mentioned earlier (e.g., characteristics such as flexibility,
etc.), their existing relationship may be an explanation for these occurrences. The teacher
may have thought that since the coordinator was her mentor, the coordinator would
identify the time that was appropriate for modeling a lesson in the classroom; so she
adapted and didn't ask again. Without more assertive and persistent requests from the
teacher, the coordinator may not inform the teacher about resource consultation, model
lessons, or provide other training. This may be due to the coordinator's sensitivity to the
teacher's workload and unwillingness to overwhelm the teacher with the additional
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responsibility of learning how to differentiate curriculum. While it is important to be
considerate of the other participant, that should not prevent discussion of ideas that could
lead to improved practice. Unless one or both of the participants are willing to firn1ly
state that training the teacher to differentiate curriculum should occur and take steps to
accomplish this, it is likely the teacher would continue to rely on the coordinator to
directly serve the advanced group of students for an indefinite period of time.
Implications
One option that may improve services for the advanced learners is resource
consultation and collaboration (Landrum, 2001a, 2001b). By changing from the pull-out
model where she directly served the advanced learners to a model that incorporated more
indirect service, the coordinator could train the teacher to differentiate curriculum This
would allow the teacher to serve the majority of the advanced learners in her classes more
independently, and it might also benefit the other students in the classes. (For an
illustration of how the coordinator may be utilized as a resource consultant, see Figure 3.)
If the teacher and coordinator desire to move beyond the current arrangement and
progress to an improved level of service to advanced learners, they will need to address
barriers, agree upon the goals for their consultations, and train the teacher. The
participants will need to realistically identify and address barriers that exist and those that
potentially will be encountered as a new service delivery model is employed. It will be
necessary for the participants to develop goals for their consultations to assure that their
time is used efficiently and that the highest priority training topics are covered before
others of lesser importance. The teacher will require training in resource consultation and
strategies to use as she provides differentiated curriculum to the advanced learners
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Figure 3. Proposed Utilization of TAG Coordinator Services.
TAG coordinator notifies
teachers of available services.

I

l
Teacher requests consultation
with TAG coordinator.

I

l
TAG coordinator initiates
contact to determine need for

l

I

Consultation with TAG
coordinator.

t
TAG coordinator trains teacher in strategies to
differentiate curriculum in the classroom.

t
.

Unit pretest.

t
Teacher provides differentiated curriculum to
advanced learners for the mathematics unit.

l
TAG coordinator provides followup and support for teacher.

Note. Teacher views the TAG coordinator's role as consultant; TAG coordinator
primarily serves advanced learners indirectly. All students are taught with classmates in
the regular classroom. Possible exception: TAG coordinator may provide services for
one or two learners who are advanced well beyond the level of peers.
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classroom. In addition, the participants may choose to capitalize on their experiences and
provide administration and faculty with an opportunity for improving the ongoing
professional development related to education of advanced learners.
Barriers
One step that is important in switching to a new model of service delivery is to
identify and address barriers. The attitudinal, practical, and philosophical barriers
discussed in the literature review must be considered. In this study, the teacher's
attitudes and beliefs did not preclude her from seeking the coordinator's assistance,
although the participants' relationship may be considered a barrier. Practical and
philosophical barriers existed and were addressed to varying degrees. These barriers
included issues such as difficulty in identifying time to train the teacher and barriers in
providing instruction to the advanced learners (i.e., class assignment practices and space).
It is important to examine the potential and known barriers realistically, identify possible

solutions to situations that can be changed, and make accommodations for those that
cannot. Evidence existed that the teacher and coordinator had collaborated in this manner
in the past.
The first barrier the participants must address is their relationship. The literature
suggests that for consultation and collaboration to be effective, it is important for the
participants to enter voluntarily into the relationship (Kirschenbaum et al., 1999). The
participants had entered into their relationship voluntarily with the intent of improving
services provided to advanced learners. Therefore, the teacher should not hesitate to ask
the coordinator during a consultation session to plan to model lessons in the classroom so
she has adequate time to plan and prepare for it. Also, the coordinator needs to outline
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the benefits of resource consultation for the teacher at an appropriate time regardless of
the teacher's additional responsibilities. After an open discussion of ideas, if they decide
that that they will work together to implement resource consultation, their positive
relationship will be instrumental in achieving that outcome.
Another barrier that was evident in the study was identifying time for the teacher
and coordinator to consult. A majority of the comments in consultation sessions
regarding barriers were related to time; many were specifically about the challenge of
identification of time available for consultation. The participants reported that they held
only one scheduled meeting during the four-week period between the time the researcher
exited the setting and when the follow-up was conducted. Landrum 's (2001 b)
recommendation would be to have the coordinator spending two-thirds of her time
providing indirect services to students, with a minimum of 30 minutes of planning time
each week with colleagues. There were more than 60 teachers in the elementary and high
school, and each was a potential consultee for the coordinator. This ratio far exceeds the
ratio of one gifted education professional to 9-12 teachers that Landrum (2001 a) reported
and may be one reason the participants scheduled few consultation sessions. In order for
the teacher and coordinator to shift from current practice closer to the ideal discussed in
the literature, they would need to meet more frequently.
The researcher observed that more frequent, longer meetings were possible. The
participants found the time to schedule meetings occasionally during the project, most
notably the 48 minutes for the consultation on the day after the pretest. However, the
participants may need to be resourceful in identifying regularly scheduled meeting times.
One creative solution was demonstrated in the study. The coordinator examined her
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schedule and identified a time when she could reschedule a meeting with another teacher.

If this could be done for one meeting, a conflict that prevented a recurring meeting time
could possibly be resolved in a similar manner. Another possibility is that the three
fourth grade teachers' specials could be scheduled in the future to allow them to have
common planning time. If the coordinator's schedule coincided, that time could be used
to meet occasionally with the three teachers together; at other times the coordinator could
meet with teachers individually or in pairs.
After a recurring time once each week or six-day cycle for a structured
consultation session was identified, the teacher and coordinator would need to set a high
priority on assuring the meetings took place regularly. This would decrease the amount
of time spent in consultation sessions discussing potential meeting times, and the time
saved could be used in other ways (e.g., training). In order to make the best use possible
of the scheduled time, a framework should be developed for their sessions and agreedupon consultation goals should be identified and followed. Since time together may be
difficult for the participants to achieve, the teacher and coordinator could use e-mail and
the time before and after class, passing in the hall, etc., to exchange brief, day-to-day
operational information (e.g., notification regarding upcoming changes in class schedule,
potential meeting times, etc.). This would enable scheduled meeting times to be devoted
to the issues of planning, problem solving, mentorship, etc.
The barriers to providing services to advanced learners included class assignment
and space. It is important to note that these barriers are interrelated. In the study, the
participants had identified the way students were randomly assigned to classrooms as a
problem under the pull-out model. Because the advanced learners were distributed
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among the three classes, the coordinator did not have the time to meet with the advanced
students in each class separately. Even though the participants could not change class
assignment practices at the elementary school, they had addressed the barrier by devising
the intraclass flexible grouping arrangement with the other two teachers and their classes.
The participants' solution to the class assignment barrier created another problem:
The coordinator's area limited the number of students she could serve there at one time.
Training the teacher to differentiate the math curriculum for the students would address
the space issue. Since the coordinator would provide direct services to fewer students,
there would be no cause for the advanced learners to scramble for seats at the table; her
existing space would be adequate. However, it would be essential that the coordinator
help the teacher identify ways to arrange the classroom furnishings to accommodate the
presence of all the learners in the class. This would help assure that space within the
classroom would not be a barrier. Also, a greater importance would be placed on finding
the time for the teacher to learn to differentiate the curriculum for the students remaining
in the classroom.
Goals
In this study, the teacher and the coordinator did not have clearly defined goals for
their meetings. The goals for the consultation sessions were broad and implicit. In the
implementation of resource consultation, the participants would meet to explicitly define
goals for training. These may include increasing the teacher's knowledge about the
affective needs of advanced learners, training to provide differentiated curriculum within
the classroom for most of the advanced students, etc. The goals for consultation sessions
should reflect the priorities the participants set for the strategies the teacher needs to learn
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to differentiate the curriculum. In addition, the goals should correspond with the action
steps listed in the district's comprehensive school improvement plan,
When the coordinator has begun to provide more indirect service under a resource
consultation model and the participants have clearly defined goals, they are likely to find
that the consultation sessions are different from those they experienced in the study. One
change may be that the content of the dialogue may be altered even if the number of
comments regarding curriculum and methods is comparable. For example, under the
current arrangement, the participants discussed a constellation activity and whether the
coordinator would use it with the advanced learners. In resource consultation, the
discussion may instead be about how the participants could further develop the activity so
that there were three tiers or levels of challenge available for students. The first tier may
be constellations with fewer stars to plot, a second tier would contain more complex
constellations to plot, and a third tier might be to have students research other
applications of graphing ordered pairs. Also during the consultation session, the
participants could schedule an opportunity for the coordinator to mentor the teacher by
modeling the constellation activity for the entire mathematics class.
Another difference may be that the sessions include significantly fewer comments
about grouping of students. During training, the coordinator would help the teacher build
on her current knowledge about flexible grouping. This would enable the teacher to
make the majority of decisions related to grouping and seek the coordinator's agreement.
She would only need to ask the coordinator for advice in borderline cases. With less time
spent on grouping issues, one may also anticipate that a higher percentage of the
conversation would be related to mentoring. Possible comments may include the teacher
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asking the coordinator to model a specific lesson or inquiring about the affective needs of
advanced learners. The coordinator may spend more time helping the teacher decrease
her reliance on the textbook by discussing and exploring alternate sources of activities or
how to set up learning centers within the classroom.
Training
Once the participants have decided to transition to a resource consultation model,
the teacher should receive training about the model, consultation in general, and
strategies to differentiate curriculum for advanced learners in the classroom. The
importance of training the teacher was a theme that was present in the literature (Davalos
& Griffin, 1999; Kirschenbaum et al., 1999; Landrum, 2001a, 2001b; Westberg &

Archambault, 1997). Training regarding the model and consultation in general should
include the definitions of the steps in the process and the participants' roles, and also
should cover the importance of consultation goals. It is imperative that both participants
in the process fully understand their roles in the consultation relationship and that
mutually agreed upon goals for the consultations are determined. For example, although
the teacher and coordinator both believed that some students' educational needs could not
be met in the classroom, they differed in the number of students they believed should be
directly served by the coordinator. The teacher wanted to provide the opportunity for as
many students as possible to work in the advanced group. However, the coordinator
indicated she could be more effective by serving a few advanced students directly with
the majority of her time being spent providing indirect services. Once the teacher has
been trained in resource consultation, she would be familiar with the coordinator's role
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familiar with the coordinator's role and would then understand that the coordinator would
only provide direct services to a few students.
In addition to resource consultation training, the teacher will need to learn about
strategies to use with the advanced learners. The participants may choose to begin the
teacher's training with a strategies used during the study, by introducing the topic of
curriculum compacting and increasing the teacher's knowledge of flexible grouping and
enrichment activities. Other strategies that could be included in the teacher's training as
time permits are independent study, tiered activities, and learning and interest centers.
The participants may decide the order in which to introduce the new strategies based on
student needs and the teacher's interest level. The goals for consultation would reflect
these priorities.
Ongoing Training and Support
The literature suggests that the teacher will require future professional
development opportunities and ongoing support as she learns to differentiate curriculum
(Dettmer & Landrum, 1998; Friedman & Lee, 1996; Gentry, 1999; Landrum, 2001a,
2001b; Westberg & Archambault, 1997). The teacher attended the only inservice
regarding gifted education that was offered by the district in the three years prior to the
study. More frequent, continuing educational opportunities should be explored as a
method to provide the teacher and other staff with additional skms in serving advanced
learners. As Landrum (2001 a, 200 I b) suggests, the entire staff would need to receive
training about resource consultation so that the coordinator and colleagues in the school
have common language and understanding of their roles and the process.
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The initial inservice could be an opportunity to conduct an interest inventory with
the teachers in the district. The coordinator could provide a list of gifted education topics
to the teachers (e.g., curriculum compacting, developing tiered activities or learning
centers, etc.). The teachers could not only rank topics they believe would be important to
include in future training sessions, but they also could indicate topics they wanted to
cover during individual consultations with her. The opportunity to provide input
regarding the content of the inservices may increase the teacher's engagement in the
training process.
Additional topics for training sessions were suggested by the data. First, since the
coordinator mentioned a need for additional training to improve teachers' questioning
techniques in one interview, she may choose to schedule an inservice with questioning
techniques as the focus in addition to topics the teachers indicate are important. Second,
discussions of individual student needs and motivation that occurred during the
consultation sessions indicated another potential inservice topic. It may have been that
the material available to the advanced group was too challenging for some and not of
interest to others. There was evidence that some of the students sought the more
challenging learning arrangement. In light of these findings, the coordinator may choose
to train the teachers to conduct student surveys. The surveys could be the source of
valuable information regarding students' perceptions about pretesting and inclusion in the
advanced group. In addition, the teachers and coordinator may benefit from conducting
interest inventories to determine the level of students' interest in each of the topics
covered in the chapters. This may provide additional insight into the students' level of
motivation and would be an additional source of information to consider along with
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pretest results when grouping students. Dettmer and Landrum (1998) provide tools to
determine staff development needs and evaluate inservices that the participants may
choose to utilize. In addition, the authors include tools that the teacher and coordinator
may find useful when interviewing and surveying students.
The literature also suggested that the teacher will need ongoing support to
differentiate curriculum for advanced learners; she will require the coordinator's support
as well as support from administration. To gain the administrative support, when
appropriate throughout the implementation of resource consultation, the participants
should keep administration informed about successes, barriers, and potential solutions,
along with a plan for future improvements. A description of how the flexible grouping
arrangement worked in this situation may illustrate to administration how grouping by
ability and interest would ease the situation, not only for mathematics, but other subject
areas as well. The participants would need to make it clear that not all advanced learners
would be grouped in one class. Rather, a cluster of advanced learners in language arts
could be assigned to a teacher with training and high interest in that subject area, a cluster
of students with advanced knowledge in science could be paired with a teacher whose
strength is science, etc. Since the school district's comprehensive school improvement
plan included action steps to provide ongoing staff development so classroom teachers
could improve services to advanced learners, the opportunity exists to foster this support.
The teacher and coordinator could collaborate with administration to improve
professional development opportunities for the entire staff related to resource
consultation and the district's TAG program.

94

With administrative cooperation, the participants could present an overview of
their working relationship and experiences and the process that led to their
implementation of a resource consultation model. A concrete example of the success the
teacher and coordinator have had in providing services to advanced learners may be
helpful in overcoming any existing staff resistance to working with the TAG coordinator.
Other teachers may be able to benefit from the participants' experiences and envision that
they, too, could change their practice to better serve advanced learners. This may also
provide an opportunity to begin educating the entire faculty about resource consultation.
Summary
A positive working relationship, continued consultation and collaboration,
creative problem solving to address barriers, and ongoing support and education should
allow this teacher and consultant to continuously improve services for advanced learners.
With the assistance of the coordinator in the role of resource consultant and the support
of administration, the teacher could successfully differentiate the curriculum. The
participants could employ the activities that were presented and others as they endeavor
to change the TAG program at their school.
The researcher agreed with a statement made by Wolcott (1994 ): a limitation of
education literature is that it often indicates how educators "ought to act," is "prescriptive
rather than descriptive," and does not "provide an account of what actually goes on or
how the ideals are translated into real behavior" (p. 117). As the coordinator stated when
interviewed, a balance must exist between the ideal and the realities of limitations schools
face when educating students. In documenting the relationship between one fourth grade
math teacher and a TAG coordinator, the researcher believed that such a description may
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be beneficial for educators to review. By presenting how services were provided to
advanced learners in this particular setting, the researcher hoped to highlight the
importance of educators' beliefs, advanced learners' needs, positive collegial
relationships, knowledge of changes that can be implemented effectively, willingness to
change practices, and ongoing support. However, there are many additional factors and
barriers involved. Changing the manner in which services are provided to advanced
learners is a complex process and does not happen quickly or solely by virtue of good
intentions. Perhaps learning about this relationship can encourage other educators to
generate ideas for improvement of services provided to advanced learners in the settings
in which they work.
Future studies on a variety of related topics could be interesting and beneficial
additions to the literature. For example, gaining the perspective of the students in
classrooms similar to those in this study may be important in evaluating the success of
the current practice. An investigation of this nature may indicate aspects of the program
that the students believe need to be improved and may also provide insight into the
students' feelings and motivations as they move between the advanced group and the
classroom for different topics that are covered in the curriculum. Another future research
project that may be of interest to educators is one that provided faculty in one school with
training on resource consultation and documented the events that followed. A description
of the process involved, including issues that need to be addressed, barriers encountered,
changes implemented, and the resulting impact on services provided to advanced
learners, may be beneficial information for educators to consider as districts contemplate
changes to existing programs that serve advanced learners.
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APPENDIX A

Statement of Informed Consent
A research project entitled, "Resource Consultation: A Study of the Relationship
Between an Elementary Mathematics Teacher and the Talented and Gifted Coordinator"
is being conducted at X Elementary School. This study will take place over
approximately six weeks, and will document the relationship between the TAG
coordinator (consultant) and a fourth grade teacher as the teacher learns to differentiate
the mathematics curriculum for advanced learners (students identified as gifted and
talented per district guidelines).
The consultant will train the teacher in the implementation of strategies to differentiate
curriculum, and both the teacher and consultant will utilize these strategies with advanced
learners in mathematics. During the course of this project, the consultant and teacher will
participate in separate, taped interviews and will complete questionnaires. In addition,
classroom instruction will be observed and consultation sessions between TAG
coordinator and the teacher will be videotaped. The consultant, teacher, and students
may benefit from this project as a result of the teacher gaining knowledge of additional
instructional strategies to assist advanced learners. This in tum may facilitate provision
of novel learning experiences for all students in the mathematics classroom.
Information obtained from the study will be kept strictly confidential. Participation in
this project is voluntary, and you may discontinue your participation at any time without
penalty. For answers to questions about the research and about the rights of research
subjects, you may contact the office of the Human Subjects Coordinator, University of
Northern Iowa, (319) 273-2748. If you have any questions about this project, please
contact:
Janine Kane, MAE
510 East Howard Street
Manchester, Iowa 52057
(563) 927-9292

or

John Henning, Ph.D.
Thesis Committee Chairperson
Department of Educational Psychology and Foundations
545 Schindler Education Center
University of Northern Iowa
Cedar Falls, Iowa 50613 (319) 273-7488

I am fully aware of the nature and extent of my participation in this project as
stated above and the possible risks arising from it. I hereby agree to participate in
this project. I acknowledge that I have received a copy of this consent statement.
(Signature of subject)
(Printed name of subject)
(Signature of researcher)

Date
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APPENDIXB
INITIAL INTERVIEW PROTOCOLS

Initial Teacher Interview Questions
1.

Do you accommodate students at different levels of learning in the classroom?
If so, how?

2.

Do you think the needs of all learners can be met in the regular classroom?

3.

What do you think an advanced learner is?

4.

Tell me about the advanced learners in your classroom.
If clarification is needed:
Does that mean you believe ___ about advanced learners?

5.

What definition of advanced learner do you use?
Follow-up: Is this the same as the definition used by the school district?

6.

How are advanced learners identified?
Are you a part of the identification process?
What do you think of the identification process?
What changes, if any, do you believe are needed in the identification process?

7.

What special needs, if any, do you think advanced learners have?

8.

Do you believe that advanced learners need a different kind of curriculum
than other children? Why or why not?

9

In what ways, if any, do you think advanced learners benefit from receiving a
different kind of curriculum?
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10.

What changes, if any, do you believe need to be made in the services provided
to advanced learners?

l l.

What barriers, if any, are there to providing a different curriculum for
advanced learners at the elementary school?

12.

What resources, if any, do you use to help you meet the needs of advanced
learners?

13.

Please describe the TAG coordinator's role at your school.

14.

Tell me about your relationship with the TAG coordinator.
Possible follow-ups:
How did you become aware of the TAG coordinator and the available services
for advanced learners?

15.

How was your current involvement with the TAG coordinator initiated?

16.

Is the TAG coordinator's role, as viewed by your colleagues, similar to your
description? Describe similarities and differences.
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Initial Coordinator Interview Questions

J_

Do you think the needs of all learners can be met in the regular classroom?

2.

What do you think an advanced learner is?

3.

Tell me about the advanced learners you work with.
Follow-up questions:
Does that mean you believe _ _ about advanced learners?
Do you provide these services inside or outside of the classroom?

4.

What definition of advanced learner do you use?
Follow-up: Is this the same as the definition used by the school district?

5.

How are advanced learners identified?
Are you a part of the identification process?
What do you think of the identification process?
What changes, if any, do you believe are needed in the identification process?

6.

What special needs (if any) do you think advanced learners have?

7.

Do you believe that advanced learners need a different kind of curriculum
than other children? Why or why not?

8.

Tn what ways, if any, do you think advanced learners benefit from receiving a
different kind of curriculum?

9.

What changes, if any, do you believe need to be made in the services provided
to advanced learners?
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10.

What barriers, if any, are there to differentiating curriculum at the elementary
school?

11.

What resources, if any, do you use to help you meet the needs of advanced
learners?

12.

Please describe your perception of the TAG coordinator's role at the
elementary school.

13.

Please estimate the number/percentage of teachers who provide advanced
learners with differentiated curriculum in the elementary classroom.

14.

Tell me about your relationship with the 4th grade math teacher.
Possible follow-ups: How are teachers made aware of the TAG coordinator
and the available services for advanced learners?
How was your current involvement with the 4 th grade math teacher initiated?

15.

How would you describe elementary teachers' perceptions of the TAG
coordinator's role at their school?
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APPENDIXC
POST OBSERVATION INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

Post Observation Interview
1. What were your goals for the lesson?

2. For this lesson, did you accommodate students at different levels of learning?

If so, how?

3. What instructional strategies, if any, did you use during the lesson to
accommodate students at different levels of learning?

4. Which strategies, if any, did you discuss during consultation prior to the lesson?
Follow up:
Please describe the consultation session when the strategy was discussed.

5. Did the outcome of the lesson meet your expectations?

6. What additional information, if any, do you believe you need to cover during
consultation?
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APPENDIXD
EXIT INTERVIEW PROTOCOL
Exit Interview
I. What is your overall impression of the consultation process?

2. What were your goals for the consultations?

3. What strategies discussed during consultation, if any, were implemented in the
classroom?
Follow up:
Please comment on your experience with the strategy/strategies, including any
specific observations regarding impact on advanced learners.

4. What other changes in the classroom, if any, have resulted from the consultation
process?

5. Did the outcome of the consultation sessions meet your expectations?
Why or why not? .

6. What future consultation needs do you anticipate, if any?

7. Based on your experience, how will you describe the consultation process to other
educators?

8. What, if anything, about the consultation process would you change?
How?
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APPENDIXE
FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

Follow-up Interview
1.

Since we last met, have any additional consultation sessions taken place? If
so, how many?

2.

If consultation occurred, were the sessions informal (i.e., in passing), formal
(i.e., scheduled), or via e-mail?

3.

What topics were discussed during these sessions?

4.

Did the outcome of the consultation sessions meet your expectations?
Why or why not?

5.

What future consultation needs do you anticipate, if any?

6.

Is there anything else that you believe is important to tell me about the
consultation process or strategies that have been implemented in the
classroom?
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APPENDIX F
QUESTIONNAIRES

Teacher Questionnaire
1.

Describe your educational background.

2.

How long have you been teaching?

3.

How long have you been in your current position?

4.

During preservice education, did you complete coursework in gifted
education?

5.

During your teaching experience, please describe any inservice training or
continuing education that you have completed regarding gifted education.

6.

Number of years experience with the current mathematics curriculum.

7.

Are topics stu,died in the math curriculum connected to other curricular areas
throughout the year?

8.

How many classes do you teach?
How many students are in each class?

9.

Do you have any students who are identified as advanced learners in your
math classes?

If so, how many?
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Coordinator Questionnaire
I.

Describe your educational background.

2.

How long have you been teaching?

3.

Number of years experience in gifted education.

4.

How long have you been in your current position?

5.

Please list and describe the inservice training or continuing education that you
have completed regarding gifted education.

6.

Have you conducted inservice training for the teaching staff at the elementary
school? If so, please list.
Has the Area Education Agency sponsored training in gifted education that
has been available to teachers?

7.

How many ptdlout classes do you teach?
How many students are in each class?
Do you work with teachers in subject areas other than math?

8.

Do you work with students other than those who are identified as advanced
learners? If so, please describe the students and your role in their education.

9.

How long has the current TAG program been in place at the elementary
school?
Was there a program in place prior to that time? If so, please describe.

